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In this C
hapter:

•
C

om
m

ents

•
R

esponses

B
PA

 sent the D
r aft EIS to the public for com

m
ents on the A

gency
Proposed A

ction and alternati ves.  The D
raft EIS w

as distributed to
agencies, groups, indi viduals and libr aries in J une 1997.  A

 45-day
public review

 period ended on A
ugust 5, 1997.  Public m

eetings
w

ith an open house form
at w

ere held in D
riggs, Idaho and J ackson,

W
yom

ing to review
 and recei ve com

m
ents on the D

r aft EIS.  The
com

m
ent period w

as extended at the request of som
e potentially

affected lando w
ners until Septem

ber 11, 1997.  This chapter records
and pro vides responses to the com

m
ents on the D

r aft EIS.  This Final
EIS also pro vides updated inform

ation dev eloped as a result of the
com

m
ents recei ved on the D

r aft EIS.

This chapter contains the w
ritten com

m
ents from

 letters and
com

m
ent sheets, and or al com

m
ents from

 public m
eetings.  Letters

and com
m

ent sheets w
ere recorded in the order they w

ere recei ved.
Separ ate issues in eac h letter w

ere gi ven separ ate codes, for
exam

ple, 1-1, 1-2, 1-3, etc. for issues in the first letter recei ved.
C

om
m

ents from
 the public m

eetings w
ere recorded sim

ilarly and
are listed w

ith code D
PM

 for com
m

ents from
 the public m

eeting
held in D

riggs, Idaho, and JPM
 for com

m
ents from

 the public
m

eeting held in J ackson, W
yom

ing.  B
P A

 prepared responses to
indi vidual com

m
ents.  This chapter contains the coded com

m
ents

from
 the public m

eetings and letters first, follo w
ed by the coded

responses beginning on page 6-59.

B
reaks in the num

bering system
 are due to duplicate letters

logged in w
ith separ ate num

bers.
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R
esponses to C

om
m

ents

D
PM

-1

A
 115-kV

 single w
ood or steel pole structure is one pole w

ith steel arm
s near the top designed

to support all the conductors (w
ires or lines).  A

 “regular” 115-kV
 w

ood pole structure is shaped
like an H

 w
ith tw

o poles and a length of steel across the top that supports all the conductors.
These structures are show

n in Figure 2-1 of the Final Environm
ental Im

pact Statem
ent (FEIS).

D
PM

-2

N
o new

 roads w
ould be constructed in the W

ilderness Study A
rea.  B

PA
 is proposing to use

the footings of the existing structures and replace the body and tops of the existing structures
w

ith new
 double-circuit structures.  This w

ould be done using helicopter construction.

D
PM

-3

B
PA

 w
ould relocate any roads that becom

e blocked.

D
PM

-4

B
PA

 proposes to place new
 structures adjacent to existing structures.  B

ased on com
m

ents
received through scoping, conversations w

ith landow
ners, environm

ental considerations, and
cost, B

PA’s current plan is to place the new
 line east of the existing line through Sw

an V
alley.

D
PM

-5

Please see response D
PM

-4.

D
PM

-6

If the field access road is blocked next to structure 4/7, B
PA

 w
ould relocate the road around

the structure.

D
PM

-7

B
PA

 is considering using a single w
ood pole structure next to structure 4/4, instead of a tw

o-
pole structure, to m

inim
ize right-of-w

ay and vegetation clearing.

D
PM

-8

A
t 4/7, B

PA
 plans to locate the new

 structure on the sam
e side of the road, im

m
ediately to the

east of the existing line.  If the field access road is blocked next to structure 4/7, B
PA

 w
ould

relocate the road around the structure.

D
PM

-9

B
PA

 does not consider the threat of fire significant.  B
PA

 is proposing to use w
ood H

-fram
e or

single pole structures in the Sw
an V

alley area.  B
PA

 has review
ed technical and cost

requirem
ents, environm

ental data, and com
m

ents from
 landow

ners to develop this proposal.

D
PM

-10

Yes.  The average expansion of right-of-w
ay w

ould be about 12 m
 (40 feet).  In this area,

adding to the existing right-of-w
ay m

akes a total right-of-w
ay of 43 m

 (140 feet).

 D
PM

-11

To m
ake room

 for the new
 transm

ission line.  O
n average, it cannot be placed on the existing

right-of-w
ay because of the lim

ited space.
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-12

In Sw
an V

alley, the new
 line is proposed to be placed on the east side of the existing line.

Through Pine C
reek and onto D

riggs, the new
 line is proposed to be, for the m

ost part, on the
south side of the existing line.

D
PM

-13

C
om

m
ent noted.

D
PM

-14

M
any people expressed concerns for visual im

pacts.  V
isual resources present in the project

area, potential im
pacts, and m

itigation are discussed in Sections 3.2 and 4.2 of the FEIS.

D
PM

-15

Yes, trees w
ould need to be cut on N

ational Forest land.

D
PM

-16

N
o, the only transm

ission lines proposed are those described in the FEIS.

D
PM

-17

Low
er V

alley is participating on a 50/50 basis.  If B
PA

 decides to construct one of the
transm

ission line plans, Low
er V

alley w
ould pay 50%

 of the costs until their load exceeds
200

M
W

 of annual system
 peak.  A

t this tim
e, B

PA
 w

ould assum
e 100%

 responsibility/ow
nership

of the facilities.

D
PM

-18

This has been a com
m

on sentim
ent expressed from

 people w
ho live w

est of the Tetons in the
valley.

 D
PM

-19

Please see response D
PM

-18.

D
PM

-20

B
PA

 ow
ns an easem

ent for access road PG
T-A

R
-15-4 that m

ainly crosses N
ational Forest land

and a sm
all portion of private land.  This road w

ould likely receive only m
inor im

provem
ents

including blading and possibly gravel in som
e areas.

D
PM

-21

Please see response D
PM

-20.

D
PM

-22

B
PA

 is unclear as to w
hat access road you refer to.  If the access road is on private land, B

PA
w

ould not allow
 use of the road unless exceptions are w

ritten into the easem
ent docum

ent.  If
the access road is on N

ational Forest land, public use of the road is restricted to w
hat is allow

ed
in the Forest Plan.

D
PM

-23

Yes, B
PA

 w
ould get a Special U

se Perm
it from

 the Forest Service to build a transm
ission line

across N
ational Forest land.
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D
PM

-24

A
 com

bination of w
ood and steel poles and w

ood H
-fram

e structures w
ould be used.

Selection of structure types at specific sites is part of the detailed design process that continues
after the environm

ental process is com
pleted.

D
PM

-25

Yes, based on planning assum
ptions, B

PA
 w

ould still need to build the line from
 Sw

an V
alley

Substation to Teton Substation in 2007.

D
PM

-26

Please see response D
PM

-24.  A
t this tim

e, B
PA

 does not know
 the specific structure type

proposed at 18/5.

D
PM

-27

The new
 line w

ould be located south of the existing line at 18/5 under the current plan.
D

uring the full engineering design process, B
PA

 determ
ines the exact placem

ent of m
ost

structures.  This is not done until after the R
ecord of D

ecision.  B
PA

 has heard your concerns and
w

ill continue to coordinate w
ith you on structure placem

ent.  A
s you know

, m
oving the line to

the north w
ould add to the cost of the line.  B

PA
 appreciates your com

m
itm

ent to w
ork w

ith the
project team

.

D
PM

-28

Structure 18/5 could be m
oved, but only at a substantial additional cost.  Please see response

D
PM

-27.

D
PM

-29

M
ost roads on the right-of-w

ay w
ould be reseeded and used m

ainly as tw
o-track roads for

m
aintenance.

D
PM

-30

H
elicopter construction, w

hich is very expensive, w
ould be used w

here roads cannot be built
to structure locations.

D
PM

-31

It is B
PA’s understanding that it w

ould install gates on m
ost roads w

here the Forest Service
w

ishes to lim
it public access.

D
PM

-32

Please see response D
PM

-6.

D
PM

-33

Please see response D
PM

-6.

D
PM

-34

B
PA

 plans to design the line to m
inim

ize the am
ount of land needed for the new

 line near 4/4
to lessen the im

pact to that piece of land.  O
nly the m

inim
um

 num
ber of trees w

ould be taken in
M

ile 4.
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D
PM

-35

Please see response D
PM

-34.

D
PM

-36

Please see response D
PM

-34.

D
PM

-37

B
PA

 w
ill m

ake note of the fact that there is a property stake near 4/7 that should not be
disturbed if possible.

D
PM

-38

W
ood poles typically have a sm

aller footprint and m
ay be easier to farm

 around.  B
PA

proposes to use steel or w
ood pole or m

ostly w
ood H

-fram
e structures in the Sw

an V
alley area.

D
PM

-39

The R
ecord of D

ecision w
ill docum

ent B
PA’s decision.  It w

ill reflect the alternative chosen
to m

eet the need for the project.  The Forest Service w
ill issue its ow

n R
ecord of D

ecision that
w

ill docum
ent its decision.

D
PM

-40

B
PA

 has had additional on-site m
eetings w

ith the Forest Service to discuss options at Pine
B

asin Lodge.  O
ptions D

 and E have been added to the FEIS.  The B
PA

 and Forest Service
preferred alternative is O

ption D
, w

hich is a double-circuit line in this area.  This option also
takes into account concerns expressed by the B

onneville School D
istrict.

D
PM

-41

B
PA

 and the Forest Service scheduled several field trips after the D
raft Environm

ental Im
pact

Statem
ent (D

EIS) public m
eetings.  R

oad and bridge locations w
ere identified and new

 routing
alternatives through the Pine C

reek area w
ere discussed.  N

ew
 inform

ation is reflected
throughout the FEIS.

JPM
-1

Section 1.1.1 describes the need for the project.  Section 1.3 gives additional background on
the project.  If, during the w

inter season, one of the B
PA

 or Low
er V

alley lines that serve the
Jackson area goes dow

n for any reason, voltages on the transm
ission system

 could dip below
acceptable levels.  Low

 voltage levels can cause brow
nouts, or under certain conditions, a

blackout.  A
 description of the socioeconom

ic im
pacts that can occur during a blackout is

described in Section 4.12.3.1.

JPM
-2

C
om

m
ent noted.  U

ndergrounding transm
ission lines w

as suggested during scoping as an
option that needed to be analyzed in the D

EIS.

JPM
-3

A
ccording to the current schedule, clearing and road building w

ould occur in 1999.
C

onstruction of the line w
ould occur in 2000.  These activities m

ay take place sooner pending
w

eather and how
 quickly inform

ation can be gathered from
 field surveys and review

.
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JPM
-4

W
hether the im

pacts are w
orse than going overhead w

ith a transm
ission line depends on the

terrain, soils, bedrock, type of transm
ission line, surrounding land use, and environm

ental
resources present and their sensitivity to disturbance and, in som

e cases, total rem
oval.  The

environm
ental im

pacts (including visual) of burying the transm
ission line are briefly discussed in

Section 2.6.5.

JPM
-5

C
om

m
ent noted.  B

PA
 assum

es you are referring to the underground option at Teton
Substation described in the D

EIS.  The underground option is now
 identified as a m

itigation
alternative.  See Section 4.2.2.2.  B

PA
 does not prefer to underground the last 122 m

 (400 feet) of
transm

ission line into Teton Substation because of its higher cost and lim
ited benefit to m

inim
ize

visual im
pacts around Teton Substation.

JPM
-6

N
ew

 land rights needed across private landow
ners’ property for transm

ission line right-of-w
ay

or access roads w
ould be acquired as easem

ents.  N
ew

 land rights needed for the sw
itching

station (Short Line A
lternative) or the SV

C
 A

lternative at Jackson w
ould be acquired in fee.

Landow
ners w

ould be offered fair m
arket value for the easem

ents or fee acquisitions established
through the appraisal process.

The appraisal process takes all factors affecting property value into consideration including
any im

pact of the transm
ission lines on property values.  It m

ay also reference studies conducted
on sim

ilar properties to add support to valuation considerations.  The strength of any appraisal is
dependent on the individual analysis of the property using neighborhood and specific m

arket
data to estim

ate fair m
arket value.

JPM
-7

The N
ational Environm

ental Policy A
ct (N

EPA
), as am

ended, requires federal governm
ent

agencies to prepare environm
ental im

pact statem
ents (EIS’s) on all m

ajor federal actions
(proposed by that agency) w

hich m
ay have a significant im

pact(s) on the hum
an environm

ent,
that is, on the natural and physical environm

ent and the relationship of people w
ith that

environm
ent.  Section 102 (2)(A

) of N
EPA

 requires that agencies use the interdisciplinary
approach in the preparation of EIS’s to ensure the integrated use of the natural and social
sciences and the environm

ental design arts.  B
PA

 uses this approach and assem
bles a team

 of
experts w

ho have training and experience in conducting environm
ental analysis.  If B

PA
 does not

have the expertise on staff for a particular specialty, the agency uses the consulting com
m

unity to
address that need.  For exam

ple, im
pacts from

 noise are determ
ined by a specialist w

ith a natural
science background w

ith a specialty in public health; visual im
pacts are determ

ined by som
eone

schooled in landscape architecture w
ith experience in visual analysis; and im

pacts to property
values are determ

ined by som
eone w

ith an appraisal or real estate developm
ent background.

Seldom
 are all of these specialties held by a single individual, and if they w

ere, the topics w
ould

still be organized under separate headings so that each could be properly identified and
evaluated.

B
PA

 does attem
pt to perform

 a holistic analysis, recognizing that the environm
ent is a

com
plex w

eb of connections w
here im

pacts to one part can affect the w
hole.  To clearly

com
m

unicate environm
ental inform

ation, how
ever, B

PA
 segm

ents resource areas so the im
pacts

of the proposed action can be analyzed succinctly.  In this EIS, im
pacts to visual resources and

socioeconom
ics are addressed under their ow

n headings, w
hile im

pacts from
 noise are

addressed under Public H
ealth and Safety.  Therefore, by design, som

e im
pacts on the hum

an
environm

ent are addressed outside the Socioeconom
ics Section.  To avoid confusion and bulk,

they have not been repeated in that section.
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-8

The offer of $60,000 for landscaping around Teton Substation has expired and is no longer
available.  The $60,000 w

as to be used for visual m
itigation for additions to the substation prior

to this project.  The m
itigation alternative to underground the last 122 m

 (400 feet) of
transm

ission line into Teton Substation is not preferred due to its high cost and lim
ited benefit to

m
inim

ize visual im
pacts around the substation.  The preferred m

itigation alternative is to
landscape around Teton Substation and screen substation equipm

ent using existing trees and
planting additional evergreen and deciduous trees and shrubs.  This alternative w

ould m
inim

ize
visual im

pacts of existing equipm
ent and new

 equipm
ent proposed for this project.

JPM
-9

The Forest Service and B
PA

 are governm
ent agencies cooperating to deliver pow

er to the
residents and businesses of Jackson.  The Forest Service is m

aking every effort to identify and
m

itigate any adverse effects on natural resources from
 the alternatives.  B

PA
 is a full partner in

this effort and together the tw
o agencies are w

orking to propose, plan and im
plem

ent this project
w

ith full public input.

The N
EPA

 process is being follow
ed and includes public scoping and public m

eetings to
inform

 residents of both eastern Idaho and w
estern W

yom
ing about the proposal and identify the

consequences of proposed activities.

Lake C
reek II H

om
eow

ners have been active in this process since the beginning.  Letters
containing com

m
ents have been sent by Lake C

reek H
om

eow
ners to B

PA
.  These letters have

identified concerns the H
om

eow
ners have regarding this project.  In addition, the H

om
eow

ners
have attended public m

eetings and requested additional m
eetings w

here they have reiterated
their various concerns.

The N
EPA

 process requires that any public concern be considered before a final decision is
m

ade.  Lake C
reek II H

om
eow

ner concerns have been received and w
ill be considered before a

final decision is m
ade.

The Forest Service has no authority to support m
itigation on private land.  A

ny proposed
m

itigation on private land m
ust be negotiated betw

een the private landow
ner and B

PA
.  The

Forest Service does have a responsibility to ensure the N
EPA

 process is follow
ed and adverse

im
pacts on N

ational Forest lands are disclosed and m
itigated w

here possible.

JPM
-10

Please see response JPM
-8.

JPM
-11

Please see response JPM
-8.

JPM
-12

C
om

m
ent noted.

JPM
-13

A
t this tim

e, B
PA

 is proposing double-circuit structures near Pine B
asin Lodge (structures 6/2-

6/8) and at Teton Pass (26/2-29/3) w
here visual im

pact and technical challenges are greatest (see
Section 4.2.2.1).  In addition, double-circuit structures are proposed from

 35/1 on Phillips R
idge

to the Teton Substation to m
itigate for visual im

pacts (see Sections 4.2.2.1 and 4.2.2.2).  B
ecause

double-circuit structures are less reliable and m
ore expensive w

hen com
pared to tw

o separate
single-circuit structures, their use is lim

ited.
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JPM
-14

A
t this tim

e there are no plans to paint existing equipm
ent at Teton Substation.  B

PA
 prefers to

im
plem

ent a landscaping plan to m
itigate for im

pacts around Teton Substation.

JPM
-15

U
ndergrounding the entire transm

ission line is described in Section 2.6.5.  U
ndergrounding

the last 1.6 km
 (1 m

ile) of transm
ission line into Teton Substation is described in Section 4.2.2.2.

U
ndergrounding the last 122m

 (400 feet) of transm
ission line into Teton Substation is also

described in this section.

U
ndergrounding transm

ission lines is technically feasible.  U
ndergrounding the entire

transm
ission line is not a reasonable alternative because of the high cost.  U

ndergrounding the
last 1.6 km

 (one m
ile) of transm

ission line is not preferred as a m
itigation alternative because of

the high cost.  U
ndergrounding the last portion of transm

ission line into Teton Substation is also
not preferred because of the high cost and lim

ited benefits of m
inim

izing visual im
pacts around

Teton Substation.

JPM
-16

A
dditional right-of-w

ay w
ould still be needed to underground the entire line.

JPM
-17

C
om

m
ent noted.  B

PA
 has chosen as its preferred m

itigation to develop and im
plem

ent a
landscape plan that w

ould m
inim

ize visual im
pacts around Teton Substation.  B

PA
 has also

included double-circuit structures near Pine B
asin Lodge, (structure 6/2-6/8), at Teton Pass (26/2

to 29/3) and from
 35/1 to Teton Substation as part of the A

gency Proposed A
ction to help

m
itigate visual im

pacts of a new
 transm

ission line.

Throughout the environm
ental process, B

PA
 has w

orked w
ith the residents of Teton C

ounty to
accom

m
odate their concerns w

here possible.  If B
PA

 chooses a construction alternative, B
PA

w
ould continue  to w

ork w
ith county residents.

JPM
-18

The currently proposed design at Teton Substation is for locating tw
o single-circuit dead end

steel poles one span out from
 the substation and tw

o single-circuit dead end w
ood poles at the

substation property line.  See photos in A
ppendix M

.

JPM
-19

Please see response JPM
-18.

JPM
-20

V
isual sim

ulations of the existing condition at Teton Substation, and the A
gency Proposed

A
ction w

ith the new
 line overhead and underground are included in A

ppendix M
.

JPM
-21

Please see response JPM
-15.

JPM
-22

Please see response JPM
-15.

JPM
-23

Through the N
EPA

 process, B
PA

 determ
ines the environm

ental im
pacts of alternatives.  To

determ
ine w

hether to m
itigate for those im

pacts, B
PA

 balances the benefits of m
itigation actions
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im
plem

enting the m
itigation.  B

ecause B
PA

 needs to keep its pow
er and transm

ission costs
com

petitive, it cannot im
plem

ent all m
itigation.  For this project B

PA
 has not identified

undergrounding transm
ission lines as preferred m

itigation because of the high cost and lim
ited

benefits to m
itigate visual im

pacts.

C
ustom

ers w
ho benefit from

 the project m
ay elect to raise their electric rates in order to add

to the m
itigation B

PA
 is w

illing to im
plem

ent.  Low
er V

alley just received the results of a survey
sent to 300 random

ly selected custom
ers to determ

ine if they w
ould be w

illing to pay $3 per
m

onth for landscaping at Teton Substation.  Sixty-seven custom
ers said yes.  Tw

o hundred-
tw

elve custom
ers said no.  Tw

enty-one custom
ers said they did not know

 or had no opinion.
Low

er V
alley also asked w

hether custom
ers w

ould support paying $5 per m
onth for

landscaping and undergrounding pow
er lines.  O

ne hundred-seven custom
ers said yes.  O

ne
hundred eighty-nine said no.  For those custom

ers w
ho said no, Low

er V
alley asked how

 m
uch

they w
ere w

illing to pay per m
onth.  O

ne hundred tw
enty-eight custom

ers said $0.  Sixteen
custom

ers said $1.  Eight custom
ers said $2.  Eleven custom

ers said $3.

Low
er V

alley’s B
oard of D

irectors have review
ed the results of the survey.  N

o action w
ill be

taken at this tim
e.  The B

oard intends to m
onitor the survey results yearly to see if the ratios

change.

JPM
-24

Please see response JPM
-23.

JPM
-25

Please see response JPM
-6.

JPM
-26

Please see responses JPM
-15 and JPM

-23.

JPM
-27

Please see response JPM
-23.

JPM
-28

A
t their request, a 30-day extension of the D

raft EIS com
m

ent period w
as given to the Lake

C
reek II H

om
eow

ner’s A
ssociation and those parties they chose to involve.  C

lose of com
m

ents
w

as extended to Septem
ber 11, 1997.

JPM
-29

A
ppendices w

ere distributed at the D
raft EIS m

eetings and afterw
ards to those w

ho
requested copies.

JPM
-30

C
om

m
ent noted.  Please see response JPM

-15.

JPM
-31

Teton Substation uses m
odern equipm

ent w
ith a high reliability.  C

hapter 4 describes
m

itigation alternative proposed to help m
itigate visual im

pacts around the substation.
Landscaping is the preferred m

itigation.

JPM
-32

Please see response JPM
-15.
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JPM
-33

N
o, B

PA
 plans to im

prove the visual aspects of the substation w
ith landscaping.  Please see

responses JPM
-17 and JPM

-31.

JPM
-34

H
igh voltage substations in populated areas look m

uch the sam
e.  Low

er voltage distribution
substations look sim

ilar but are generally sm
aller.

JPM
-35

B
PA

 has included relocating Teton Substation as a m
itigation alternative in C

hapter 4.  It is not
a preferred m

itigation alternative because of its extrem
ely high cost.

JPM
-36

A
s you state, B

PA
 is a public agency.  The public has every right to question B

PA’s actions.
B

PA
 conducts environm

ental review
 of its actions under the N

ational Environm
ental Policy A

ct.
The A

ct requires B
PA

 and other federal agencies to conduct a public involvem
ent process such

as the one for this project.  For m
ore details on the project’s public involvem

ent process to date,
please refer to C

hapter 1 and A
ppendix B

 of the Final EIS.

JPM
-37

Pursuant to section 9(e)(5) of the Pacific N
orthw

est Electric Pow
er Planning and C

onservation
A

ct, 16 U
.S.C

. §839f(e)(5), a challenge to the final decision of the A
dm

inistrator on the B
PA

/
Low

er V
alley Transm

ission Project m
ust be filed in the U

nited States C
ourt of A

ppeals for the
N

inth C
ircuit.

JPM
-38

B
PA

 assum
es you are referring to m

itigation.  Please see response JPM
-23.

JPM
-39

N
o, B

PA
 is the only pow

er provider to Low
er V

alley at this tim
e.  Low

er V
alley is starting a

pilot Liquefied N
atural G

as (LN
G

) program
.

JPM
-40

B
PA

 studied upgrading pow
er generation and the sw

itchyard at Palisades D
am

, and the
Palisades-Snake R

iver 115-kV
 transm

ission line.  These options w
ould not solve the voltage

stability problem
 in Jackson.

B
PA

 and Low
er V

alley need to have the tw
o high voltage 115-kV

 transm
ission lines

operational for Jackson during the w
inter m

onths.  U
pgrading the facilities back tow

ards
Palisades w

ould do nothing to alleviate problem
s caused by losing one of the tw

o lines serving
Jackson.

JPM
-41

Low
er V

alley is the local utility that provides pow
er to Jackson.  Low

er V
alley has and is

continuing to explore various options of providing the least expensive pow
er to its custom

ers
w

hile m
inim

izing im
pacts to the com

m
unity and m

aintaining high reliability.  For exam
ple,

Low
er V

alley has developed a pilot program
 that uses liquefied natural gas.  This could replace

the need for additional electricity in the future.

In addition, the utility industry is being deregulated.  Like the com
m

unications industry,
deregulation w

ill m
ost likely allow

 custom
ers like yourself to choose their ow

n service provider
som

etim
e in the future.
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JPM
-42

D
ouble-circuit structures are proposed near Pine B

asin Lodge (structures 6/2-6/8), at Teton
Pass (26/2-29/3), and from

 structure 35/1 on Phillips R
idge to Teton Substation.  The new

 line
w

ould enter the substation at the northw
est corner.  The existing structures and w

ires/
conductors near Teton Substation w

ould be rem
oved.  N

o new
 right-of-w

ay w
ould be needed

for these segm
ents.  B

ecause the new
 structures w

ould be single steel poles and could be
spaced farther apart, few

er poles m
ay be needed.  The new

 poles w
ould be about 6-9 m

(20-30 feet) taller, but w
ould be located to m

inim
ize visual im

pacts to adjacent residences.

JPM
-43

Please see response JPM
-42.

JPM
-44

The new
 poles and conductors (w

ires) w
ould be a dull/nonreflective color to blend m

ore
naturally w

ith the surroundings.

JPM
-45

Please see response JPM
-8.

JPM
-46

Yes, B
PA

 has m
et w

ith landow
ners in the area to get input on location of structures.  The

preference is to replace structures in the sam
e location as the existing line.  This also helps

m
inim

ize the height of the structures.

JPM
-47

Yes, double-circuit structures w
ould not require additional right-of-w

ay.

JPM
-48

C
om

m
ent noted.  The project as proposed is in response to real needs by a grow

ing
com

m
unity for a stable electrical supply.

JPM
-49

C
om

m
ent noted.

JPM
-50

Please see response JPM
-44.

JPM
-51

B
PA

 w
ould try to schedule construction in high groundw

ater areas at a tim
e w

hen w
ater

levels are low
est.

JPM
-52

Single pole double-circuit structures are proposed from
 structure 35/1 on Phillips R

idge to
Teton Substation.

JPM
-53

Yes, please see responses JPM
-8 and JPM

-17.

JPM
-54

B
ecause Teton Substation is surrounded by a residential neighborhood and pastureland, the

existing site is relatively quiet.  B
ased on a single set of spot audible noise m

easurem
ents B

PA
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m
ade around the substation perim

eter fence on N
ovem

ber 18, 1996, the m
easured noise levels

ranged from
 33-42 dBA

.  A
t the fence line nearest the residences, the m

easured levels w
ere in

the m
id-30s dBA

.  These are levels typical of a norm
ally quiet office environm

ent.  Please note
that these levels are associated w

ith one tim
e spot m

easurem
ents and reflect the noise only at

the specific tim
e of m

easurem
ent.  N

oise levels can vary greatly as a result of w
eather

conditions (w
ind, rain, etc.) and other factors such as highw

ay traffic, airplanes, construction
activity, etc.  Thus, depending on these conditions, the noise on any particular day or at any
particular tim

e could be higher or low
er than the levels m

easured.  Please refer to Section
3.5.2.2 and A

ppendix E in the EIS for m
ore inform

ation.

JPM
-55

N
one of the transm

ission line alternatives w
ould cause noise increases along the

transm
ission line right-of-w

ay or at the substation sites.  This is because the 115-kV
 transm

ission
lines do not cause audible noise and the additional substation equipm

ent required for these
alternatives w

ould be sim
ilar to equipm

ent already in use.

H
ow

ever, if the SV
C

 alternative is selected, the specialized SV
C

 equipm
ent w

ould result in
an additional noise source w

ithin Teton or Jackson substations.  The noise w
ould likely be

noticeable to nearby residences as a low
 frequency hum

.  The am
ount of increase in noise

levels w
ould depend on background levels and operating m

odes of the SV
C

 equipm
ent.  The

SV
C

 w
ould be designed so that the m

axim
um

 noise level w
ould be 55

dB
a at the property line

of either substation to m
eet Teton C

ounty and Tow
n of Jackson standards.  Please refer to

Section 4.5.3.3 in the EIS.

JPM
-56

The $250,000 in the D
raft EIS w

as the estim
ated cost of placing the last 122 m

 (400 feet) of
transm

ission line underground into Teton Substation.  The overhead option w
ould cost an

estim
ated $66,000.

In the FEIS, this portion of undergrounding is identified as a m
itigation alternative but is not

the preferred w
ay to m

itigate because of its high cost and lim
ited ability to m

inim
ize visual

im
pacts around Teton Substation.

JPM
-57

Please see response JPM
-56.

JPM
-58

This is the fundam
ental principle of Federal Suprem

acy as established in the A
rticle V

I of the
U

.S. C
onstitution.  A

s stated by the U
.S. Suprem

e C
ourt in H

ancock v. Tr ain, 426 U
.S. 167, 178

(1976), “activities of the Federal G
overnm

ent are free from
 regulation by any state” unless

C
ongress has “clearly and unam

biguously” provided an exception to this principle.  G
enerally,

w
ith regard to the applicability of state or local processes to a B

PA
 transm

ission project, the
N

inth C
ircuit ruled in C

olum
bia B

asin Land Protection A
ssociation v . Schlesinger, 643 F.2d 585,

605 (9th C
ir. 1981) that “to require the B

PA
 to receive a state certification w

ould im
ply that the

state could deny the application, w
hich w

ould give them
 a veto pow

er over the federal project.
This clearly cannot be the m

eaning that C
ongress intended.”

JPM
-59

Teton Substation w
ith the new

 line underground is show
n in A

ppendix M
.

JPM
-60

Please see responses to JPM
-8, JPM

-15, JPM
-17, and JPM

-23.
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JPM
-61

Please see responses to JPM
-8 and JPM

-15.

JPM
-62

B
PA

 has transm
ission lines throughout O

regon, W
ashington, Idaho, C

alifornia, N
evada,

M
ontana, and W

yom
ing.  B

PA’s transm
ission lines cross all types of land uses, som

e considered
to be m

ore sensitive than others.  B
PA

 is com
m

itted to w
orking w

ith the m
any different ow

ners
and m

anagers of these lands to balance their needs w
ith the need for the project, taking into

account the environm
ental (including social and political factors), technical, and financial

requirem
ents and lim

itations of the project.

JPM
-63

C
om

m
ent noted.  B

PA
 is fam

iliar w
ith conflicts betw

een property ow
ners living next to B

PA
facilities.  N

evertheless, B
PA

 is com
m

itted to being good neighbors given its environm
ental,

financial and technical requirem
ents and lim

itations.

1-1

C
ultural resource docum

entation is provided in the Final EIS as A
ppendix I.  A

 cultural
resource survey w

as conducted in Septem
ber 1997.   Tw

o historic sites w
ere found during the

survey:  a w
agon road also used as a stock trail; and an abandoned ditch once used to bring

w
ater to Pine C

reek B
ench (see A

ppendix I).  The historic sites are recom
m

ended eligible for the
N

R
H

P.  B
PA

 has m
ade a determ

ination of no adverse effect as portions of these sites could be
affected by construction but the effect w

ould not be harm
ful.  B

PA
 has coordinated this

determ
ination w

ith the W
yom

ing and Idaho SH
PO

 and the A
dvisory C

ouncil on H
istoric

Preservation.  M
itigation in the form

 of recordation is proposed.  B
PA

 w
ould w

ork w
ith the

U
SFS and the SH

PO
’s on m

itigation.  M
itigation w

ould be done before construction.

2-1

C
om

m
ent noted.  Text has been added to Section 4.7.2.2 that refers the reader to Section

5.16 in the FEIS for inform
ation on regulations and applicable perm

its.

3-1

A
fter review

ing com
m

ents received on the D
EIS and additional field w

ork, B
PA

 better
understands the potential im

pacts to the surrounding property of the site described in the D
EIS.

Subsequently, another study w
as perform

ed and a new
 site has been proposed w

est of and
w

ithin about 152 m
 (500 feet) of the existing Targhee Tap and m

ostly w
ithin the right-of-w

ay.
The terrain is not as level as the site described in the D

EIS, m
aking it less desirable from

 an
engineering perspective, but it is buildable and w

ould be hidden from
 your hom

e by existing
trees next to the right-of-w

ay.  It w
ould also be located m

ostly on the existing right-of-w
ay, but

B
PA

 w
ould need to secure additional land to construct the facility.  This site is farther aw

ay from
residences and is now

 the preferred sw
itching station site for the Short Line A

lternative.

3-2

Please see response 3-1.

3-3

Please see response 3-1.

3-4

B
PA

 believes your concerns w
ill be alleviated by response 3-1.
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3-5

Please see response 3-1.  A
lso, as stated in the Final EIS, A

ppendix L, “…
A

 transm
ission line

m
ight also dim

inish the utility of a portion of property if the line w
ere effectively to sever this

area from
 the rem

aining property (severance dam
age).  W

hether a transm
ission line introduces a

negative visual im
pact depends on the placem

ent of the line across a property, as w
ell as on

each individual landow
ner’s perception of w

hat is visually acceptable or unacceptable. ... These
factors, as w

ell as m
any other elem

ents unique to the property, are taken into consideration to
determ

ine any loss in value w
ithin the easem

ent area, as w
ell as outside the easem

ent area in
case of severance.”

A
ppendix L in the FEIS also states, “Fair m

arket value w
ould be offered to landow

ners for the
fee purchase of property needed for the Short Line A

lternative’s Sw
itching Station and for

property needed for the Static V
ar C

om
pensation Station …

”

3-6

Please see response 3-5.  A
lso, B

PA
 w

ould use local and equal property values to determ
ine a

fair m
arket value for easem

ents or fee acquisitions.

A
lso, please see response 3-1.

3-7

Please see response 3-1.

3-8

Please see response 3-1.

3-9

Please see response 3-1.

4-1

B
ecause the Sum

m
ary needs to be a short docum

ent, it does not contain all of the inform
ation

found in the D
raft and Final EIS.  A

 discussion of conservation as an alternative can be found in
Section 2.6.1 of the Final EIS.  B

PA
 initially considered this alternative as a solution to the

problem
 but elim

inated it from
 further consideration because the am

ount of energy savings is too
sm

all to defer the need for the project.

4-2

In the past, B
PA

 helped sponsor conservation program
s through Low

er V
alley that

accom
plished electrical savings of 3.305 average m

egaw
atts (less than one year of load grow

th in
the Jackson area).  B

PA
 no longer has the m

oney to provide conservation funding to Low
er

V
alley, but Low

er V
alley is w

orking w
ith the Tow

n of Jackson B
uilding D

epartm
ent to develop

building codes that include conservation m
easures such as increased insulation in buildings.

Low
er V

alley has also started a liquefied natural gas pilot program
 in its service area.  R

esults
are uncertain at this tim

e, but if successful, Low
er V

alley m
ay w

ant to build a natural gas pipeline
and com

bustion turbine plant som
etim

e in the future.

4-3

You raise an excellent point and one w
hich B

PA
 has studied.  Som

e of the existing steel lattice
structure footings are strong enough to hold a new

 upper section of structure that can carry both
circuits.  Engineers and environm

ental specialists have determ
ined w

here it w
ould be technically,

financially, and environm
entally feasible to rebuild the existing structures, 26/2-27/4, 28/3, 28/4,
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29/1, and 29/2 to double circuit.  O
ther structures through Teton Pass w

ill also be replaced w
ith

double-circuit structures (27/5-28/2, 28/5, and 29/3).  D
ouble-circuit structures are also proposed

near the Pine C
reek area and the area near Teton Substation.

In addition, the A
gency Proposed A

ction identifies tw
o other sections of line that are proposed

to be double circuit.  In these areas, the existing structures w
ould be replaced by new

, stronger
structures, w

hich w
ould be costly.  B

PA
 is w

illing to use the m
ore costly double-circuit structures

to lessen environm
ental im

pacts. This design w
as proposed in direct response to scoping

com
m

ents and m
eetings w

ith the Forest Service.

C
learing tim

ber for this project w
ould be kept to a m

inim
um

 by using existing roads w
here

possible, using structure types that require a m
ore narrow

 clearing path, and by using existing
cleared areas.

A
n alternative that rebuilds the entire line to double circuit w

as considered but elim
inated

from
 further consideration because of the high cost (see Section 2.6.2.2, Plan 2).  B

uilding a
double-circuit line is at least about tw

ice the cost of building a single-circuit line.  In som
e

terrain, the use of double-circuit rather than single-circuit structures m
akes the cost of the line

considerably m
ore.

4-4

There is no generation at Jackson Lake D
am

.  Jackson Lake D
am

 is ow
ned and operated by

the B
ureau of R

eclam
ation and is a storage facility located in G

rand Teton N
ational Park.

Studies to determ
ine if Jackson Lake D

am
 could accom

m
odate generation w

ould have to be
done by the B

ureau of R
eclam

ation.  Since this is a storage facility, the w
ater needed to generate

pow
er in w

inter to serve Low
er V

alley w
ould likely be unavailable.

If generation at Jackson D
am

 w
as feasible, substation facilities and approxim

ately 34 km
(24 m

iles) of high voltage transm
ission line to transm

it the pow
er to Jackson w

ould have to be
constructed through G

rand Teton N
ational Park and the B

ridger-Teton N
ational Forest.  This is an

environm
entally, financially and technically challenging proposal.

The cost of adding generation com
bined w

ith the costs of building substation and
transm

ission facilities w
ould likely m

ake this alternative cost prohibitive.

4-5

C
om

m
ent noted.  Please see response 4-3.

5-1

The overall long-term
 plan (25 years) for this area indicates it is preferable to reinforce the

transm
ission system

 from
 Sw

an V
alley to Teton rather than Palisade Sw

itchyard to A
lpine w

ith
further branching to Jackson.  Several plans that use the southern route through the Snake R

iver
C

anyon from
 Palisades D

am
 w

ere considered but elim
inated from

 further consideration in
Section 2.6.2.2.  The transm

ission system
 under the Sw

an V
alley-Teton plan perform

s better
econom

ically by a factor of alm
ost 2:3.  A

lso, the Sw
an V

alley-Teton alternative route w
ould

m
odify or build few

er m
iles of transm

ission line.

The Sw
an V

alley-Teton Plan im
m

ediately serves Jackson, an area of high load grow
th.  The

current load forecast for Star V
alley show

s static grow
th.

C
osts for each alternative are included in C

hapter 2.

6-1

Please see response JPM
-15.  B

PA
 has proposed, as part of the transm

ission line design, to
rem

ove and replace the existing line from
 structure 35/1 on Phillips R

idge to the Teton Substation
w

ith a new
 double-circuit line using single steel poles (the existing structures have tw

o w
ood
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poles).  In the flat area, east of Fish C
reek R

oad, these poles can be located to use existing
screening from

 residences.  They also can be located farther apart, reducing the num
ber of

structures needed but increasing the height of the structures.  The new
 poles and conductors

(w
ires) w

ould be a dull/nonreflective color to blend m
ore naturally w

ith the surroundings.
U

sing these types of structures in the design and w
orking w

ith their location w
ould help lessen

and m
itigate for visual im

pacts.  B
PA

 has m
et w

ith landow
ners to get input on location of new

structures.  The preference is to locate structures in the sam
e location as the existing line, keep

the w
ire/conductors at the sam

e height, and m
inim

ize the height of the structures.

6-2

Please see response 6-1.

 7-1

Pow
er lines do alter view

s and in som
e cases have negative im

pacts on the overall beauty of
an area.  In response to your concern, B

PA
 m

et w
ith a representative from

 your school district
and Forest Service staff at the Pine B

asin Lodge to develop several options for routing the
transm

ission line through and aw
ay from

 the area that you and your students use.  A
s a result,

tw
o additional routing options for that area are analyzed in the Final EIS.  B

PA
 and the Forest

Service have selected O
ption D

, the double-circuit option, as the preferred option through the
Pine C

reek area.

B
PA

 w
as established in the early part of this century to electrify rural w

estern A
m

erica.
Transm

ission lines w
ere constructed from

 dam
s to bring the pow

er they produced to rural
areas.  Transm

ission lines crossed tribal, federal, private, state and local governm
ent lands, and

still do today.  The lines that serve Pine B
asin Lodge and schools w

ithin your school district
m

ost likely cross private, state, tribal, and federal lands.  Those sm
all distribution lines are

connected to a larger transm
ission grid that crosses state boundaries because the pow

er that
flow

s to you m
ay not be generated in Idaho.

7-2

C
om

m
ent noted.  Please see response 7-1.

8-1

C
om

m
ent noted.  B

PA
 proposes to use single steel poles (double-circuit) on the existing

right-of-w
ay from

 structure 35/1 on Phillips R
idge to Teton Substation.

8-2

C
om

m
ent noted.

8-3

C
om

m
ent noted.  U

ndergrounding the transm
ission line from

 Fish C
reek R

oad to Teton
Substation is described as a m

itigation alternative in C
hapter 4.

8-4

C
om

m
ent noted.  Please see response 6-1.

8-5

C
om

m
ent noted.  Please see response JPM

-44.

8-6

B
PA

 w
ould install a steel gate at the northw

est property boundary of Teton Substation w
here

it m
eets the easem

ent across your property.
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B
PA

 w
ould be happy to m

eet w
ith you before any construction.  B

PA
 w

ould w
ork hard to try

and accom
m

odate requests from
 landow

ners involving construction schedules, etc.

8-8

C
om

m
ent noted.

9-1

C
om

m
ent noted.

9-2

B
PA

 has defined and predicted levels of im
pacts on those resources you m

ention in C
hapter 4

of the Final EIS.  In som
e cases im

pacts are high, in other cases there are no im
pacts or im

pacts
are low

 or m
oderate.  B

PA
 has proposed m

itigation that w
ould lessen im

pacts to the
environm

ent.

B
PA

 understands your desire to m
ove tow

ards m
ore passive form

s of energy generation and
has supported research and developm

ent of renew
able resources.  U

ntil less intrusive technology
that delivers pow

er becom
es cost-effective, B

PA
 w

ill continue to use overhead transm
ission lines

to deliver pow
er and m

itigation to lessen im
pacts.

9-3

B
PA

 supports the developm
ent of renew

able energy, now
 know

n as “green pow
er” or

alternative pow
er resources.  It has alw

ays been a logical niche for a public agency like B
PA

.  In
addition to solar energy, B

PA
 includes biom

ass and pulping residue, geotherm
al, hydropow

er,
and w

ind in its renew
able energy resource m

ix.  From
 1992-1996, B

PA
 invested $84,000 in

solar, $4,063,000 in biom
ass and pulping residue, $1,882,000 in geotherm

al, $52,774,000 in
hydropow

er, and $4,059,000 in w
ind energy developm

ent.

B
PA

 just signed an agreem
ent w

ith PacifiC
orp and the Eugene W

ater &
 Electric B

oard to buy
37 percent of the output of a 41.1 m

egaw
att w

ind turbine project to be located at Foote C
reek

R
im

 near A
rlington, W

yom
ing.  This w

ind project w
ill be the first m

ajor w
ind project involving

N
orthw

est utilities to m
ove to the construction phase.  It w

ill test w
ind energy’s ability to be a

reliable, econom
ical and environm

entally acceptable resource.  It also w
ill dem

onstrate a w
ind

turbine’s ability to operate efficiently in a cold w
eather environm

ent.

10-1

C
ustom

ers w
ho benefit from

 the project m
ay elect to raise their electric rates in order to add

to the m
itigation B

PA
 is w

illing to im
plem

ent.  Low
er V

alley surveyed 300 random
ly selected

custom
ers to determ

ine if they w
ould be w

illing to pay $3.00 per m
onth for landscaping at Teton

Substation.  Please see response to JPM
-23 for results of this survey.

11-1

A
ll m

itigation listed in the w
ildlife section are actions B

PA
 w

ould com
m

it to im
plem

enting if
B

PA
 chooses a construction alternative.

In som
e areas due to the presence of Trum

peter Sw
ans and other m

igratory birds, B
PA

 w
ould

w
ork w

ith the Forest Service, ID
FG

, and W
G

F to determ
ine w

here m
arker devices are needed to

reduce the potential of bird strikes.  See Section 4.9.2.2.

Though burying a transm
ission line in som

e areas m
ight lessen bird collisions, it increases the

im
pacts to other natural resources, specifically im

pacts to riparian habitat, w
etlands, w

ater
quality, and fish spaw

ning habitat.  B
ecause of these im

pacts, its high cost and dim
inished

reliability, B
PA

 does not consider this alternative feasible.
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11-2

B
PA

 w
ould avoid construction in delineated deer/elk w

inter range during vulnerable tim
es.

C
onstruction schedules w

ould be coordinated w
ith the Forest Service, ID

FG
, and the W

G
F.  For

construction, B
PA

 w
ould use existing access roads to the extent possible.  N

ew
 roads w

ould be
needed, but construction w

ould be kept to a m
inim

um
.  A

fter construction, new
 and existing

access roads need to be m
aintained for routine and em

ergency m
aintenance.  B

PA
 w

ould
continue to try and schedule routine m

aintenance to m
inim

ize im
pacts to big gam

e.  B
PA

w
ould gate any access road as required by the Forest Service.  Each gate w

ould have a B
PA

 and
Forest Service lock.

B
PA

 m
ust construct after A

ugust 30 because the construction crew
s are lim

ited by an
extrem

ely short construction season and m
ust take advantage of the dry w

eather at that tim
e of

the year.  B
PA

 m
aintenance crew

s m
eet periodically w

ith the Targhee N
ational Forest in Idaho

Falls or the surrounding area to discuss all types of m
aintenance activities, including needed

access restrictions.  The ID
G

F is invited to participate in those m
eetings.

B
PA

 and the Forest Service have added tw
o new

 routing options through the Pine C
reek

area.  O
ption D

 uses double-circuit structures and is now
 the preferred option.

11-3

C
om

m
ent noted.  Stream

s w
ould be crossed w

ith bridges or appropriately designed culverts
to prevent fish blockage and disturbance to the stream

bed.  C
hanges w

ere m
ade to the FEIS

regarding fish presence and passage issues.

12-1

B
PA

 does consider the visual im
pacts in your area to be high.  B

PA
 has proposed, as part of

the transm
ission line design, to rem

ove and replace the existing line from
 structure 35/1 on

Phillips R
idge to the Teton Substation w

ith a new
 double-circuit line using single steel pole

structures (the existing structures have tw
o w

ood poles).  These structures can be located to use
existing screening from

 residences.  They also can be located further apart, reducing the
num

ber of structures needed.  The new
 poles w

ould be a dull/nonreflective color to blend m
ore

naturally w
ith the surroundings.

U
sing these types of structures in the line design and w

orking w
ith their location w

ould help
lessen and m

itigate visual im
pacts.  B

ecause these structures are proposed as part of the design,
they w

ere not m
entioned in the visual m

itigation section.  B
PA

 has now
 recognized the benefits

of this design in the m
itigation section.

The conductors (w
ires) for the new

 double-circuit line need to be stacked vertically or
upw

ards, m
aking the new

 structures about 6-9 m
 (20-30 feet) taller than the existing structures.

(See Figure 2-1 in the FEIS.)  The conductors w
ould be about 3 m

 (10 feet) apart, w
ith the

bottom
 conductor at a sim

ilar height as the existing line.  The w
ires w

ould also be a dull/
nonreflective color to blend m

ore naturally w
ith the surroundings.  Placem

ent of the new
structures w

ould affect the location of w
ire as view

ed from
 residences.  B

PA
 w

ould take this
into consideration w

hen locating the new
 structures.  If requested, B

PA
 has m

et w
ith adjacent

landow
ners to discuss these issues.  The preference is to locate structures in the sam

e location
as the existing line, keep the w

ire/conductors at the sam
e height, and m

inim
ize the height of

the structures.

12-2

C
om

m
ent noted.  Please see response 12-1.

12-3

These options are identified as m
itigation alternatives in Section 4.2.2.2 of the FEIS.
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C
om

m
ent noted.  Please see responses 12-1, 12-2, and 12-3.

13-1

The proposed transm
ission line w

ould follow
 the existing corridor.

This m
itigation m

easure is identified in the FEIS, Section 4.9.2.2.

13-2

The transm
ission line w

ould be designed such that avian electrocution could not take place
because B

PA
 provides adequate separation betw

een conductors (w
ires) so birds cannot touch

tw
o conductors at the sam

e tim
e.  W

ith the size of the conductor proposed for this transm
ission

line, raptor strikes are not usually a problem
.  A

n overhead ground w
ire w

ould be used, and
m

ore discussions w
ould be needed am

ong B
PA

, the Forest Service, ID
FG

, and W
G

F to determ
ine

if the sm
aller w

ire w
ould need to be m

arked.

13-3

C
om

m
ent noted.  M

arking of new
 transm

ission lines is recom
m

ended in Section 4.9.2.2 of
the FEIS.

B
PA

 w
ill w

ork w
ith the Forest Service, ID

G
F, and W

G
F to determ

ine w
here m

arker devices
are needed in crucial trum

peter sw
an flight corridors.

13-4

Surveys for raptor nests are identified as a recom
m

ended m
itigation in Section 4.9.2.2 of the

FEIS.  B
PA

 is conducting w
ildlife surveys this year (1998) w

ith the help of the Forest Service.
B

PA
 and the Forest Service w

ould im
plem

ent construction constraints pending the results of the
surveys.

13-5

D
uring B

PA’s surveying process, utility crossings are identified and m
apped.  Im

pacts to
utilities are not likely because the new

 structures can usually be located aw
ay from

 the
equipm

ent.  If a utility w
as im

pacted, B
PA

 w
ould w

ork w
ith the utility ow

ner to m
ake sure the

utility is m
aintained or m

ade w
hole.  For specific utility crossings such as overhead distribution

lines, the contractor building the new
 line w

ould contact the utility and safeguard the
distribution line w

ith guard structures.  Som
e outages during construction m

ay be unavoidable
for safety reasons.  U

nless a utility has no prescribed rights inside of an existing B
PA

 right-of-w
ay,

B
PA

 w
ould pay for the utility’s direct physical im

pacts.

13-6

Please see response 13-5.

13-7

C
om

m
ent noted.

14-1

A
 30-day D

EIS com
m

ent period extension w
as granted to the Lake C

reek II H
om

eow
ners

A
ssociation and those they chose to involve.  B

PA
 understood it w

as the H
om

eow
ner’s intent to

contact their local, state, and federal officials so they could com
m

ent on the D
raft EIS.  The

extension w
as also granted to your office.
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15-1

The full 30-day D
EIS com

m
ent period extension w

as granted to the Lake C
reek II

H
om

eow
ners A

ssociation and those they chose to involve.

16-1

A
 30-day D

EIS com
m

ent period extension w
as granted to the Lake C

reek II H
om

eow
ners

A
ssociation and those they chose to involve.  B

PA
 understood it w

as the H
om

eow
ner’s intent to

contact their local, state, and federal officials so they could com
m

ent on the D
raft EIS.  The

extension w
as also granted to your office.

17-1

A
 30-day D

EIS com
m

ent period extension w
as granted to the Lake C

reek II H
om

eow
ners

A
ssociation and those they chose to involve.  B

PA
 understood it w

as the H
om

eow
ner’s intent to

contact their local, state, and federal officials so they could com
m

ent on the D
raft EIS.  The

extension w
as also granted to your office.

18-1

Structures 29/1 and 29/2 are in the Palisades W
ilderness Study A

rea (W
SA

).  B
PA

 proposes to
use the footings of the existing steel lattice structures and replace the bodies and tops of the
structures w

ith taller double-circuit structures.  This can be done w
ith helicopter construction

and no new
 roads w

ill be needed in the W
SA

.  This proposal is in response to a request by the
Forest Service to m

inim
ize im

pacts to the W
SA

 and avoid additional clearing.  The new
 structures

w
ould be about 6-9 m

 (20-30 feet) higher than the existing structures.  There w
ould also be three

additional conductors (w
ires) on each structure.  V

ery little if any additional clearing w
ould be

required w
ith the new

 structures.  The new
 structures w

ould add costs and provide low
er

reliability than single-circuit structures.

B
PA

 w
ill continue to w

ork w
ith the Forest Service to propose w

ays to m
inim

ize im
pacts to the

W
SA

.  The A
gency Proposed A

ction w
ould not appreciably change the character of the existing

corridor or the potential for future designation of the area as w
ilderness.

18-2

M
ap 12 has been corrected.

18-3

M
ap 10 has been corrected.

18-4

B
PA

 agrees that it does not have reserved rights for a new
 line.

18-5

B
PA

 agrees and has tried to clear up this confusion in the FEIS.

18-6

D
uring on-site discussions, B

PA
 and the Forest Service jointly determ

ined that structures 29/1
and 29/2 are in the W

SA
.  B

PA
 proposes to use the footings and the bodies of the existing steel

lattice structures and replace the tops of the structures w
ith taller double-circuit structures.

Please see response 18/1.

18-7

Please see response 18-6.
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The existing access road system
 uses the O

ld Pass R
oad and Phillips B

ench roads for access to
the transm

ission line.  B
PA

 w
ishes to build only the m

inim
um

 num
ber of roads required for

construction and m
aintenance.  B

PA
 w

ill w
ork w

ith the Forest Service to incorporate other uses
(including firew

ood gathering and recreation) for roads, or lim
it access using gates.

18-9

A
fter construction, use of the right-of-w

ay by recreationists w
ould continue unless the Forest

Service requests certain restrictions be placed by B
PA

 on access.  Please see response 18-8.

18-10

The A
gency Proposed A

ction w
ould parallel the existing line along H

ighw
ay 22.  In m

ost
areas, a sm

all additional R
O

W
 w

idth w
ould be needed requiring only sm

all trees to be cut.  N
ew

spur access road construction w
ould be kept to a m

inim
um

 and w
ould be reseeded w

ith a native
m

ix to m
inim

ize visual scars.

18-11

Please see response JPM
-44.  The existing tow

ers w
ould not be painted.

18-12

B
PA

 w
ishes to build only the m

inim
um

 num
ber of roads required for construction and

m
aintenance.  B

PA
 w

ill w
ork w

ith the Forest Service to incorporate other uses (including those
you m

ention) for roads, or lim
it access using gates.

18-13

B
PA

 is w
ell aw

are of the Forest Service concern for new
 access roads and construction of the

line.  M
ore access road and clearing for construction inform

ation has been added throughout the
FEIS and in A

ppendix C
.

A
 cultural resource survey of the additional right-of-w

ay w
as done in Septem

ber 1997.
R

esults of that survey are in Section 3.12 and A
ppendix I.

See discussion in Section 4.7.2.2, W
etlands Im

pacts, and Section 4.7.2.3, M
itigation, for

m
easures to protect w

etland resources.

18-14

Table 5-2 lists the prescriptions crossed by the line and those actions B
PA

 proposes to take to
attain be consistent w

ith the forest goals and objectives, standards and guidelines, and
prescriptions of the m

anagem
ent area.  B

PA
 w

ould continue to w
ork w

ith the Forest Service
throughout the design and construction process to m

ake sure these actions are taken.

18-15

The tim
ing of various activities that need to take place in 1998, 1999, and 2000 w

ould need
to be thoroughly thought out and coordinated w

ith the Forest Service.  B
PA

 w
ould w

ork closely
w

ith the Forest Service to coordinate these activities.  M
uch of the planning for actions taken in

1999 w
ould need to take place in 1998 during the design phase.  B

PA
 believes that through

good planning and coordination, m
ost, if not all road building and clearing could occur in 1999,

allow
ing for transm

ission line construction to occur in 2000.  D
epending on the w

eather and
how

 quickly inform
ation com

es in from
 the field during the surveying phase, the schedules m

ay
be accelerated.  V

arious clearing m
ethods for the right-of-w

ay w
ould be discussed w

ith the Forest
Service and m

em
orialized in the Project Plan.
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18-16

The discussion on Forest Service decisions in C
hapter 1 has been expanded to include those

you have listed.  B
PA

 is not planning to do further N
EPA

 analysis on road construction as the
intent is to identify all new

 and existing access roads in this EIS.  B
PA

 does plan to do m
ore site-

specific environm
ental analysis on vegetation m

anagem
ent.  This is stated clearly in

Section 2.1.7.

18-17

The issues listed in Section 1.5 w
ere m

eant to give the reader a general idea of the issues
raised during the scoping process.  The list w

as not m
eant to include all issues to be considered

in the EIS.  A
ll scoping com

m
ents w

ere logged in, characterized by subject, and forw
arded to the

resource specialists for inclusion in their resource analyses in C
hapter 3 and 4.

18-18

Since the D
EIS, m

ore inform
ation on clearing, roads, creek crossings, gates, road closures,

etc. has been gathered from
 field trips and at m

eetings w
ith the Forest Service.  The FEIS now

includes this inform
ation in C

hapter 2 and A
ppendix C

.  A
dditional im

pact inform
ation has been

added to the resource sections in C
hapter 4.

18-19a

Please see response 18-16.

18-19b

Please see response 18-18.

18-20

Please see response 18-18.

18-21

B
PA

 needs access to each structure site, if possible, for construction and m
aintenance

activities.  O
nce constructed, B

PA
 w

ould w
ork w

ith the Forest Service to determ
ine the use of

each road.  B
PA

 w
ould install gates of the appropriate type in each area as required by the Forest

Service.  B
PA

 and the Forest Service w
ould have keys to each gate.  M

ost of the proposed uses
and gate installations have already been identified and coordinated w

ith the Forest Service and
have becom

e part of the FEIS.  B
PA

 prefers to keep vehicular activity to a m
inim

um
 on access

roads by keeping gates closed and locked w
here appropriate.

18-22

Please see response 18-1.

18-23

C
om

m
ent noted.  B

PA
 agrees w

ith this assessm
ent.  The revised estim

ate of right-of-w
ay to be

cleared to construct, operate and m
aintain the proposed transm

ission line is about 25 hectares
(62 acres).  M

ost of the clearing w
ill take place w

ithin the old backline.  B
PA

 also estim
ates

about 6 hectares (15 acres) to be cleared for new
 access roads.

18-24

Please see response 18-18.  Since review
ing the latest road plan, the Forest Service has not

identified any inconsistencies w
ith the Forest Plan.
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18-25

The proposed transm
ission line w

ould cross the D
ry C

anyon/Pine C
reek C

attle A
llotm

ent,
the B

urbank Sheep A
llotm

ent, the Spencer Sheep A
llotm

ent, and the Pine C
reek C

attle
A

llotm
ent w

ithin the Palisades and Teton B
asin ranger districts w

ithin the Targhee N
ational

Forest.  N
o allotm

ents w
ould be crossed on the B

ridger-Teton N
ational Forest.

C
learing an additional right-of-w

ay through these rangelands w
ould create additional forage

for grazing, a beneficial im
pact.  A

dditional access roads/clearing could also encourage
livestock m

ovem
ent betw

een allotm
ents on Forest Service lands w

ithin the Targhee N
ational

Forest.  W
here the project w

ould breach natural barriers betw
een allotm

ents, such as tim
ber

stands, fencing m
ay need to be installed to control livestock.  Should fencing be found to be

necessary on the Targhee, B
PA

 w
ould w

ork w
ith the Forest Service to determ

ine specific
locations and specifications.  W

here m
itigation w

ould be provided, the im
pact w

ould be
considered low

.

18-26

The EIS focuses on construction noise, habitat loss, and avian collisions because these are
the prim

ary w
ildlife concerns relative to the alternatives and their environm

ental consequences.
Surveys are being conducted in 1998 according to an agreem

ent betw
een B

PA
 and the Forest

Service.  The w
ording for surveys in the FEIS has been changed to m

ore accurately reflect B
PA’s

actions regarding surveys.

18-27

The tim
ing and location to begin vegetation clearing w

ould be closely coordinated w
ith the

Forest Service.  Inform
ation obtained from

 the w
ildlife surveys w

ill help in that determ
ination.

Tim
ing restrictions for deer, elk, and m

oose w
ould begin on N

ovem
ber 15, allow

ing for a
four-m

onth construction w
indow

 (depending on w
eather conditions).  W

ork in the fall m
ay

continue past N
ovem

ber 15 for em
ergency reasons.  This w

ould be coordinated w
ith am

ong
B

PA
, Forest Service, W

D
G

F, and ID
FG

.  Tim
ing restrictions w

ould not conflict w
ith tim

ing
restrictions for other species, although collectively they do com

plicate B
PA’s ability to m

eet the
project schedule.

18-28

Please see com
m

ent 18-16 and response.

18-29

Figure 2-1 is really m
eant to be a schem

atic of the structures and how
 they w

ould fit next to
the existing right-of-w

ay and line.  B
PA

 has expanded the discussion in Section 2.1.3 and
A

ppendix J to include the new
 inform

ation for clearing.  The revised estim
ate of right-of-w

ay to
be cleared to construct, operate and m

aintain the proposed transm
ission line is about 25

hectares (62 acres).  M
ost of the trees in the 25 hectares are sm

all and generally
nonm

erchantable except for possible fenceposts.  B
PA

 also estim
ates about 6 hectares

(15 acres) to be cleared for new
 access roads.  These trees vary from

 sm
all to larger trees.

18-30

Please see response 18-18.  Since review
ing the latest road plan, the Forest Service has not

identified any inconsistencies w
ith the Forest Plan.

18-31

Figure 2-4 sum
m

arizes inform
ation in C

hapters 3 and 4.  It w
as very difficult to put all the

inform
ation from

 C
hapter 3 and 4 in the table. The issues listed in Section 1.5 w

ere m
eant to
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give the reader a general idea of the issues raised during the scoping process.  The list w
as not

m
eant to include all issues to be considered in the EIS.  A

ll scoping com
m

ents w
ere logged in,

characterized by subject, and forw
arded to the resource specialists for inclusion in their resource

analyses in C
hapter 3 and 4.

18-32

C
om

m
ent noted.  B

PA’s revised estim
ate of right-of-w

ay to be cleared is about 25 hectares
(62 acres) and about 6 hectares (15 acres) for access roads.  This change is reflected in Section
4.1.2.1.  The im

pact level in the FEIS has been changed from
 no im

pact to low
 im

pact to reflect
inform

ation in the R
ecord of D

ecision for the Targhee N
ational Forest’s R

evised Forest Plan.

18-33

C
hapter 2 does describe the facilities needed for the sw

itching station at Targhee Tap,
including a new

 entrance road.  For the preferred site, the road w
ould follow

 the existing access
road up past Targhee Tap to the new

 site for the sw
itching station.  For the second site, the road

w
ould turn off Pole C

anyon R
oad into the new

 site.  M
ore inform

ation has been added to the
FEIS in Sections 4.2.2.1 and 4.2.2.2.

18-34

The revised estim
ate of right-of-w

ay to be cleared to construct, operate and m
aintain the

proposed transm
ission line is about 25 hectares (62 acres) and about 6 hectares (15 acres) for

access roads.  This estim
ate is based on a site visit com

bined w
ith aerial photography and using

B
PA’s clearing criteria.

This clearing estim
ate is the best B

PA
 can do at this tim

e w
ithout the benefit of a ground

survey.  B
PA

 considers this estim
ate to be conservative.  The exact num

bers and locations of trees
to be cleared w

ould be appropriately addressed again during the detailed design phase of the
project, after a survey is com

pleted and structure locations are know
n.  W

hile B
PA

 w
ill not

m
itigate for past im

pacts from
 the existing line, specific clearing plans that blend the right-of-w

ay
into the surrounding vegetation w

ould, by clearing the sm
allest am

ount possible to achieve this
effect, go a long w

ay in m
itigating for past im

pacts.  This m
itigation is recom

m
ended in Section

4.2.2.2.  B
PA

 w
ill continue to w

ork closely w
ith the Forest Service to help m

itigate a new
 line.

18-35

The objective on page III-107 reads: “W
ithin five years of the R

ecord of D
ecision, all existing

roads, trails, culverts, fords and stream
 crossings w

ithin these lands w
ould be inventoried and

evaluated as to w
hether they m

eet m
anagem

ent prescription goals.  Those that do not m
eet

m
anagem

ent prescription goals w
ould be scheduled for restoration or obliteration.”

Tw
o prescription goals stated on page III-107 of the revised forest plan w

ould apply to the
proposed project:

“1.  M
inim

ize adverse effects to aquatic and riparian dependent species from
 past,

existing and proposed m
anagem

ent activities; and ...

3.  M
anage w

ood residue (natural and hum
an-m

ade), including firew
ood, to m

aintain or
restore ecological health and function.”

A
s part of project planning, B

PA
, w

ith the help of the Forest Service, has evaluated all roads
and stream

 crossings proposed to be used during construction and m
aintenance.  Existing roads

that are not in good condition w
ould be upgraded to m

eet the prescription goals of the forest to
m

inim
ize adverse effects to aquatic and riparian resources.  U

pgrades could include regrading
roads, installing new

 or replacing culverts or bridges, arm
oring or elim

inating existing fords,
closing som

e roads or road sections not essential to the construction or m
aintenance of the

transm
ission lines, and installing w

ater bars or drainage ditches to m
inim

ize surface runoff to
stream

s.
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Proposed construction w
ould rem

ove a sm
all am

ount of riparian vegetation to install new
bridges or bridge replacem

ent on existing roads, and new
 road stream

 crossings.  This m
ay

directly affect aquatic or riparian resources.  O
verall rem

oval of riparian vegetation w
ould be

very sm
all in each w

atershed.  See Sections 4.6, 4.7, and 4.8.

N
ew

 roads w
ould be designed and constructed to prevent adverse effects to aquatic and

riparian resources.  N
ew

 roads w
ould be constructed prim

arily in upland areas, outside riparian
areas.  H

ow
ever, four interm

ittent drainages (as show
n on U

SG
S m

aps) w
ould need to be

crossed by new
 roads.  A

t these crossings, the m
inim

um
 riparian vegetation w

ould be rem
oved

to transport m
aterials on the road (15 to 20 feet w

ide).  A
ll crossings and approaches to these

crossings w
ould be designed w

ith m
easures such as appropriate siting, w

ater bars, sedim
ent

control devices, etc. to m
inim

ize sedim
ent transport to stream

s.  Locations of all access, both
existing and proposed roads, are show

n on photom
aps in A

ppendix C
.

Tim
ber rem

oval as part of w
idening the existing right-of-w

ay and construction of new
 access

roads w
ould be done in a m

anner w
hich m

aintains or restores ecological health and function.
A

ll m
arketable tim

ber w
ould be rem

oved using basic tim
ber harvest best m

anagem
ent

practices.  The rem
aining slash w

ould m
ost likely be left on site to degrade or be burned.  B

PA
w

ould coordinate closely w
ith the Forest Service on tim

ber rem
oval.  B

PA
 does not believe that

the proposed line w
ould cause large w

oody debris to be carried to stream
s.

18-36

There w
ould be no tree clearing in riparian zones, how

ever riparian vegetation w
ould be

rem
oved during bridge and road approach construction.  The action w

ould be in com
pliance

w
ith prescription 2.8.3 in the R

evised Targhee Forest Plan.  See Table 5-1, Targhee Forest Plan
M

anagem
ent Prescriptions, for a discussion of the various goals and objectives for each

prescription and how
 B

PA
 w

ould be consistent w
ith them

.

18-37

B
PA

 has added this discussion in Section 2.6.

18-38

Since the D
EIS w

as released, B
PA

 has gathered m
ore inform

ation on clearing, roads, creek
crossings, gates, road closures, etc. during field trips and m

eetings w
ith the Forest Service.  The

FEIS now
 includes this inform

ation in C
hapter 2 and A

ppendix C
.  A

dditional im
pact

inform
ation has been added to the resource sections in C

hapter 4.

The Forest Service has review
ed the road system

 and recognizes that spur roads as draw
n on

the photom
aps m

ay m
ove slightly during actual surveying.

In m
any m

eetings w
ith the Forest Service, B

PA
 has explained their intent to continue

w
orking w

ith the Forest Service after the R
ecord of D

ecision and through the clearing and
construction phases.  B

PA
 w

ould also w
ork closely w

ith the Forest Service on a Project Plan.
The Project Plan has m

ore detail on project design, construction specifications and standards,
and additional m

itigation.

18-39

B
PA

 believes that the im
pact w

ould be low
.  N

early all of the new
 road construction w

ould
be in upland areas and have very little effect on hydrologic function or floodplains and stream
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channels.  There are five additional stream
 crossings (as show

n on U
SG

S m
aps) planned for the

new
 tem

porary or perm
anent roads, and they all occur in interm

ittent or low
 flow

 channels (less
than 1 cfs).  Stream

 crossings w
ould consist of either tem

porary or perm
anent bridges or culverts;

no fords are planned through flow
ing stream

s.  B
ridges or culverts w

ould be properly sized,
designed, and arm

ored so that they do not significantly affect stream
 flow

 or the stream
 gradient,

and w
ould m

inim
ize long-term

 sedim
ent delivery.  B

ridge construction w
ould disturb or rem

ove
som

e riparian vegetation, but large w
oody debris w

ould not be carried into stream
s.  See a m

ore
detailed description in FEIS Section 4.10.

18-40

W
e contend that w

ith properly designed and located roads and stream
 crossings, overall

native cutthroat habitat quality w
ould not be appreciably reduced.  M

ore inform
ation is

presented in Section 4.10 of the FEIS.

The standards and guidelines noted by the com
m

entor are:

Standard and G
uideline (w

atershed, general)

1.  N
ot m

ore than 30%
 of any principal w

atershed or their subw
atersheds in hydrologically

disturbed condition.

Standards and G
uidelines - Fisheries and A

quatic R
esources

1.  Instream
 facilities m

ust m
aintain m

inim
um

 instream
 flow

s, provide fish passage, and
screens to prevent loss of fish.

2.  W
hen reauthorizing existing special use perm

its for instream
 facilities, provide for

m
inim

um
 instream

 flow
, fish passage, and screens to prevent loss of fish.

3.  W
ithin w

atersheds w
ith native cutthroat trout or w

aters vital to m
eeting recovery goals,

avoid activities w
hich reduce habitat features (pool frequency, tem

perature, large w
oody debris,

bank stability, low
er bank angle, and w

idth/depth ratio) below
 expected values or retard the rate

of recovery of degraded habitat features.

4.  Em
phasize w

atershed analysis or site-specific analysis to m
ore accurately define fisheries

habitat features w
hen planning or conducting m

anagem
ent activities w

ithin N
ative Trout

W
atersheds.

5.  Expected values m
ay be adjusted based on field analysis or literature review

.

B
ig H

ole M
ountains - G

oals and O
bjectives - Fisheries, W

ater and R
iparian R

esources:

G
oal - C

hannel stability w
ould be rated at good to excellent for individual stream

s.

O
bjective - Im

prove stream
 channel stability rating to good or excellent by 2007 w

here
natural conditions allow

 on South Fork, Packsaddle, H
orseshoe, Superior, N

orth Fork M
ahogany,

M
ain M

ahogany, H
enderson, Patterson, and M

urphy C
reeks.

N
o instream

 facilities are proposed that w
ould affect flow

 (Forest  Standards &
G

uidelines 1
and 2).  N

o activities proposed w
ould reduce habitat features below

 expected values or retard
the rate of recovery of degraded habitat features (Forest Standard &

G
uidelines 3).  N

o additional
fish habitat analysis w

as conducted as part of the proposed project (Forest Standard &
 G

uidelines
4).  It is assum

ed that all stream
s w

ith potential native trout habitat do provide habitat, and
construction activities w

ould incorporate best m
anagem

ent practices to avoid or m
inim

ize
potential im

pacts to fisheries resources.  B
PA

 does not propose to evaluate or attem
pt to adjust

expected values (Forest S&
G

 5).  A
lthough the proposed project w

ould not appreciably im
prove
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 channel stability in the drainages affected, neither w

ould it hinder the attainm
ent of the

B
ig H

ole goals and objectives for im
proved stream

 channel stability.

18-41

B
PA

 is discussing several tree clearing options w
ith the Forest Service.  O

ptions vary for
selling the tim

ber.  B
PA

 could provide the clearing design and specifications and the Forest
Service could contract the sale.  O

r, B
PA

 could contract the sale and reim
burse the Forest

Service for the value of the tim
ber rem

oved, m
inus the cost of rem

oval.  A
lthough w

ith the
latest proposed clearing requirem

ents, the am
ount of m

erchantable tim
ber that w

ould be
rem

oved has been dram
atically reduced.  M

ost of the trees that w
ould be rem

oved are sm
all.

B
PA

 w
ill continue to discuss these options w

ith the Forest Service and reach a m
utually

beneficial agreem
ent.

18-42

C
om

m
ent noted.  This change has been m

ade in the FEIS.

18-43

The influence of glaciation on the landscape w
as in reference to the southern Teton R

ange
and Jackson H

ole area, w
here the eastern portion of the project is located.  This has been

clarified in the FEIS.

18-44

The Snake R
iver R

ange is identified on U
SG

S 1:24000 scale quads and w
as the designation

adopted for this northw
est-trending range.  The Snake R

iver R
ange is dom

inated by a series of
long parallel ridges separated by valleys.  The project from

 Pine C
reek to Trail C

reek is located
predom

inately w
ithin this range.  M

ap 8, Soil Lim
itations, show

s the approxim
ate location of

this range.

18-45

B
ecause the Sum

m
ary needs to be a short docum

ent, it does not contain all of the
inform

ation found in the D
raft and Final EIS.  Im

pacts from
 road m

aintenance and clearing are
discussed in the resource sections in C

hapter 4.  The relative am
ounts of soil disturbance,

num
ber of stream

 crossings, and the am
ount of land taken out of production are also discussed

in the resource sections in C
hapter 4.

18-46

See response to com
m

ent 18-45.  D
iscussion of the SV

C
 A

lternative im
pacts is contained in

each resource section in C
hapter 4.

18-47

A
dditional text has been added to C

hapter 4 in the FEIS.

18-48

C
om

m
ent noted.  This change had been m

ade in the FEIS.

18-49

Please see response 18-43.
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18-50

Since erosion rates vary from
 location to location depending on such variables as soil

physical properties, slope length and steepness, vegetative cover, rainfall characteristics, and
m

anagem
ent practices, there is not one “norm

al” level for all locations.  Therefore, the term
“norm

al” erosion rate has been changed to “present” erosion rate w
here pre-construction

erosions levels at a particular location are referred to.

18-51

Table 4-1 w
as intended to provide an overview

 of the m
any im

pacts to w
ater and soil

resources.  M
any of the concerns addressed in this com

m
ent are too specific to address in this

table.  W
ater tem

perature w
as not addressed in the table because im

pacts on stream
 w

ater
tem

peratures from
 clearing w

ould be negligible. It w
as noted in the FY

I sidebar in C
hapter 4,

W
ater Q

uality and Soils/G
eology.  The right-of-w

ay crosses m
ost stream

s at nearly a right angle.
A

dditional clearing in forested areas for the new
 right-of-w

ay w
ould not expose long stretches

of stream
 bank.  N

ew
 roads also tend to cross drainages at right angles and no stream

side
vegetation w

ould be cleared for any considerable length.  A
dditionally, clearing w

ould not
affect any lakes or ponds.

C
oncerns about com

pliance w
ith state w

ater quality standards and the revised Targhee
Forest Plan are addressed in Section 4.6, W

ater Q
uality and Soils/G

eology.  A
lso, please see

response 18-35.  W
etlands are addressed in Section 4.7.  The am

ount of soils rem
oved from

production by access road construction is also addressed in Section 4.6.

18-52

Please see response 18-51.

18-53

Please see response 18-51.

18-54

C
hanges have been m

ade in C
hapter 4.

18-55

See Section 4.7.2.2 for discussion of direct and indirect w
etlands im

pacts.

18-56

C
om

m
ent noted.  See discussion in Section 4.7.2.2 W

etlands Im
pacts, and Section 5.16

D
ischarge Perm

its under the C
lean W

ater A
ct.

18-57

C
om

m
ent noted.  See discussion in Section 4.7.2.3, M

itigation, and Table 5-1 w
hich

discusses the Targhee Forest Plan M
anagem

ent Prescriptions.

18-58

B
PA

 has carefully review
ed the revised Forest Plan prescriptions for areas traversed by the

project.  It appears that the project is consistent w
ith the new

 range of V
Q

O
s and R

O
S

designations.  Please refer to M
ap 25, dated A

pril 1997, of the Forest Plan R
evision for Targhee

N
ational Forest, Idaho and W

yom
ing.

18-59

1.  B
PA

 has w
orked closely w

ith the Forest Service on survey tim
ing and requirem

ents.  A
ll

surveys w
ill be conducted per an Interagency A

greem
ent w

ith attached protocols jointly
developed by the Forest Service and B

PA
 in 1997.
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ould be follow

ed w
here possible.  H

ow
ever,

m
ost of the Forest Service standards and guidelines are oriented tow

ard tim
ber harvest, w

here
planners have greater latitude to m

odify harvest units to accom
m

odate threatened and
endangered species.  For the transm

ission project, w
here site-specific alternatives are m

ore
lim

ited, site-specific m
anagem

ent prescriptions m
ay need to be developed in consultation w

ith
the Forest Service to protect nest sites or other sensitive features identified during pre-
construction surveys.

3.  B
PA

 agrees, although m
itigation does not necessarily require replacem

ent of habitat.  For
exam

ple, m
itigation for a nest site m

ay som
etim

es be achieved by developing and im
plem

enting
a site-specific m

anagem
ent plan that takes into account site-specific topography, habitat, and

other conditions in lieu of using the generic standards presented in the revised Forest Plan.

4.  B
PA

 w
ould coordinate w

ith the Forest Service regarding this issue during developm
ent of

specific clearing plans and site prescriptions.  This requirem
ent, if applied to the project w

ithout
regard to site-specific conditions, m

ay not be appropriate.  For exam
ple, m

any places w
here

tim
ber w

ould be rem
oved contain only sm

all trees that are far too sm
all to m

eet the definition of
large w

oody debris.  In addition, som
e conflicts m

ay arise betw
een leaving large w

oody debris
for w

ildlife habitat w
hile trying to m

eet fire m
anagem

ent standards and guidelines.  B
PA

 is eager
to m

aintain w
ildlife values w

ithin its transm
ission corridors, especially in w

ays that do not
interfere w

ith safe and reliable operation, such as retention of large w
oody debris w

here
appropriate.

5.  Please see responses 18-8, 18-9, and 18-12.

6.  C
om

m
ent noted.

7.  C
om

m
ent noted.

18-60

The purpose and need for the Forest Service in C
hapter 1 has been com

bined.

18-61

Please see response 18-18.

18-62

Please see response 18-41.

18-63

Your com
m

ent is difficult to respond to w
ithout m

ore detail.  Existing m
otorized use is

discussed in Section 3.3.1.  Im
pacts to these resources are discussed in Section 4.3.2.1, along

w
ith the m

itigation identified to “coordinate w
ith each R

anger D
istrict to develop gating plans

that w
ould prom

ote the types and levels of use desired at each access road.”

18-64

Table 5-1 in C
hapter 5 lists all the Targhee Forest Plan Prescriptions on or adjacent to the new

and existing line that could be affected by the line and access roads.  The G
oals and O

bjectives,
Standards and G

uidelines are sum
m

arized and how
 B

PA
 plans to be consistent w

ith them
 is

listed.

18-65

Please see response 18-38.
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18-66

The new
 routes you refer to in the Pine C

reek area near the lodge are described in C
hapter 2.

Im
pacts are discussed in C

hapter 4.

18-67

M
ap 11 show

s this inform
ation.

18-68

The criteria B
PA

 used to categorize im
pacts on w

ildlife as high, m
oderate, low

, or none are
outlined in Section 4.9.1 of the FEIS.  B

PA
 considers significance based on the C

EQ
 N

EPA
regulations, w

hich discuss significance in term
s of both context and intensity (40 C

FR
 1508.27).

In term
s of context, the significance of the im

pact w
ould be confined to the site of action.  The

im
pact is not significant in the context of the region or, on a sm

aller-scale, the Targhee N
ational

Forest, w
here less than 31 hectares (77 acres) of forest lost is negligible in term

s of the projected
20,520 acres that w

ill be harvested over the next 10 years on the Forest (as projected in the
revised Forest Plan).  So, in term

s of context, B
PA

 view
s the loss of conifer forest as localized

and, therefore, does not consider it a “high” level of im
pact.

In term
s of intensity (severity of the im

pact), the conifer forest that w
ould be lost is a relatively

com
m

on habitat type w
ithin the w

atersheds of the project area.  In general, an im
pact on an

exceedingly rare com
m

unity type, such as one that provides critical habitat for a threatened or
endangered species listed under the Endangered Species A

ct, is considered significant in term
s of

intensity. Please see the C
EQ

 regulations, w
hich outlines 10 criteria to be considered in

evaluating intensity. The im
pact of forest rem

oval for the A
gency Proposed A

ction does not m
eet

these criteria (40 C
FR

 1508.27).

It is true that m
any sensitive species use coniferous forest, but because this forest type is one

of the m
ost com

m
on habitats present w

ithin the w
atersheds w

here the project w
ould occur, B

PA
does not consider this a high intensity im

pact. M
any species referred to in the com

m
ent are in

trouble because of changes in forest structure that have occurred from
 other hum

an influences.
The m

ajority of coniferous forest that w
ould be lost because of the transm

ission line consists of
dense stands com

posed of sm
all lodgepole pine, D

ouglas-fir, and other conifers.  This habitat
type is the result of decades of fire suppression that has caused landscape level changes in forest
stand com

position and habitat loss for forest dependent species.  For instance, m
uch of the

coniferous forest that w
ould be lost as a result of the proposed transm

ission line is m
uch too

sm
all to be of use to m

any of the sensitive species referred to in your com
m

ent, and m
uch of the

forest is so densely stocked that northern goshaw
ks and flam

m
ulated ow

ls w
ould have difficulty

navigating w
ithin them

.

The cleared right-of-w
ay w

ould still provide w
ildlife habitat, including habitat for several

sensitive species.  For exam
ple, northern goshaw

k and great gray ow
l are know

n to forage along
forest clearings.  Sm

all m
am

m
al populations m

ay be higher as w
ell, partly because food w

ould
be m

ore abundant in the new
 right-of-w

ay than in the densely stocked forest stands present now
.

These factors need to be considered w
hen evaluating the significance of im

pacts on w
ildlife

and, in consideration of these factors and the criteria established in the EIS, B
PA

 believes that the
loss of conifer forest does not constitute a “high” level of im

pact in term
s of context and intensity.

The D
EIS identified lost production or use of renew

able resources, such as tim
ber, as an

irretrievable loss. H
ow

ever, B
PA

 considered the loss not to be irreversible because m
anagem

ent
direction could change and return lost lands to producing tim

ber and associated w
ildlife habitat.

N
evertheless, because of the long-term

 purpose and need of the project, it is reasonable to
expect that the line w

ould rem
ain indefinitely.  Therefore, this im

pact has now
 been identified as

an irreversible com
m

itm
ent of resources as w

ell.
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B
PA

 typically m
itigates im

pacts on species listed under the Endangered Species A
ct or other

unique habitats, such as w
etlands.  B

PA
 does not typically m

itigate im
pacts on relatively

com
m

on habitat types.  A
s stated above, B

PA
 does not believe the loss of coniferous forest

represents a high level of im
pact.

B
PA

 lists m
itigation m

easures in the FEIS.

18-69

The source of the EIS inform
ation relating to fish habitat condition in the Pine C

reek
drainage w

as from
 a U

.S. Forest Service environm
ental assessm

ent of several grazing
allotm

ents, including grazing allotm
ents in the Pine C

reek drainage (U
.S. D

epartm
ent of

A
griculture, Forest Service, 1996a).  In discussing fish habitat conditions in the Pine C

reek
drainage, the EA

 states on page 29, paragraph 5, that the “fisheries habitat condition has been
rated poor to fair through these reaches.”  Though habitat conditions w

ere rated poor to fair, this
EIS acknow

ledges that Pine C
reek does provide a significant portion of spaw

ning habitat for
Snake R

iver populations of cutthroat trout.

18-70

Inform
ation in the EIS relating to beaver activity contributing to sedim

entation problem
s in

the Pine C
reek drainage cam

e from
 the sam

e cattle allotm
ent EA

 discussed under the response
to C

om
m

ent 18-69.  The Forest Service states on page 29, paragraph 6, that “a short reach just
above N

orth Pine C
reek show

s an increase in sedim
ent deposition due to a series of beaver

dam
s.”

The com
m

ent regarding sedim
ent problem

s (i.e., Tie C
anyon) is noted.  R

oad upgrades and
new

 roads w
ould be designed to m

inim
ize construction-related and long-term

 sedim
ent

transport to stream
s.  For instance, after visiting Tie C

anyon several tim
es, the Forest Service and

B
PA

 recognized the need to control sedim
ent from

 entering the creek.  The existing bridge
com

ing off the highw
ay w

ould be used for construction and the road up to Tie C
anyon w

ould
be re-rocked. A

 new
 bridge w

ould be installed to span the drainage and the alignm
ent of the

road w
ould be altered slightly to bring the road up out of the drainage.

R
oad access to existing structures already exists for over 80 percent of the line.  B

PA
 w

ould
need to construct about 4.5 km

 (2.8 m
iles) of new

 road to access 2.7 km
 (1.7 m

iles) of new
road and existing roads w

ithin the right-of-w
ay.  This includes about four or five new

, short
access roads from

 the m
ain highw

ays.  B
PA

 w
ould need to construct about 7.3 km

 (4.5 m
iles)

of short spur roads w
ithin the right-of-w

ay to site new
 structures.

 A
dditional site-specific inform

ation and analysis of road locations and potential im
pacts is

provided in C
hapters 2 and 4.  Existing and proposed new

 roads are show
n in A

ppendix C
.

18-71

Please see response 18-38.

18-72

B
PA

 com
pleted a study of recreation issues along Teton Pass.  The potential positive im

pacts
to yo-yo skiing/snow

boarding are in Section 4.3.2.1.

18-73

Please see response 18-16.

18-74

Please see response 18-38.
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18-75

B
PA

 briefly analyzed the alternative of burying the transm
ission line but dism

issed it from
further consideration because of its high cost.  This is explained in Section 2.6.5.  A

s you
suggest, B

PA
 has stated the reason for dism

issal in the first paragraph of the discussion instead
of w

aiting to state it in the last paragraph of that section.

18-76

The population of the project area is discussed on page 3-31 and 3-32 of the draft EIS in the
Socioeconom

ics Section.  Specifically Section 3.13.1, Population, discusses the population of
the project area including Teton C

ounty.  The inform
ation for this discussion w

as obtained from
a num

ber of sources including the U
. S. D

epartm
ent of C

om
m

erce, B
ureau of the C

ensus,
1993; the Idaho D

epartm
ent of Em

ploym
ent, R

esearch, and A
nalysis B

ureau, February 1996;
and the W

yom
ing D

epartm
ent of A

dm
inistration and Inform

ation, D
ivision of Econom

ic
A

nalysis, 1995.  This sam
e inform

ation is in the FEIS.

18-77

Please see responses 18-18 and 18-23.

B
PA

 proposes rem
oving trees off the new

 right of w
ay only w

here they are diseased or
leaning tow

ard the line and m
ight fall into the line and cause an outage or fire.

18-78

B
PA

 has w
orked w

ith the Forest Service to identify appropriate m
itigation and it is identified

in the FEIS.  B
PA

 w
ill develop a M

itigation A
ction Plan after the R

ecord of D
ecision as required

by the N
ational Environm

ental Policy A
ct and D

epartm
ent of Energy R

egulations im
plem

enting
N

EPA
.

18-79

This has been clarified in the FEIS.

18-80

The proposed project w
ould pass through tw

o cattle and tw
o sheep allotm

ents on the
Targhee N

ational Forest.  N
o grazing allotm

ents w
ould be affected on the B

ridger-Teton
N

ational Forest.  Please see response 18-25.

18-81

B
PA

 w
ould w

ork w
ith the Forest Service to develop the m

ethod of tree disposal or rem
oval,

and if m
erchantable, how

 the tim
ber is m

arketed.  If it is possible to open up areas for firew
ood

gathering by the public, clearing w
ould have to be com

pleted in one short sum
m

er season and
the right-of-w

ay w
ould need to be left in the best condition possible for construction activity.

B
PA

 w
ould w

ork w
ith all parties to ensure that the appropriate num

ber of trees are rem
oved

from
 the right-of-w

ay to lessen visual and erosion im
pacts.  If trees are rem

oved com
m

ercially
during a tim

ber sale, the activity w
ould be coordinated w

ith affected parties so as not to
interfere w

ith the general clearing contractor.

18-82

The text in the FEIS has been revised.

18-83

The text in the FEIS has been revised.  Surveys w
ill be com

pleted in 1998.
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18-84

B
PA

 has w
orked closely w

ith the Forest Service on survey tim
ing and requirem

ents.  A
ll

surveys w
ill be conducted per an Interagency A

greem
ent w

ith attached protocols jointly
developed by the Forest Service and B

PA
 in 1997.

18-85

Please see response 18-84.

B
PA

 w
ill send the biological evaluation to the Forest Service for their review

.

B
PA

 received a m
em

o from
 the Forest Service dated Septem

ber 11, 1997 that drops the date
of July 15 as to w

hen ground disturbing activities could begin.

Forest Service Standards and G
uidelines w

ould be follow
ed w

here possible.  B
PA

 has not
com

pleted all surveys yet but anticipates that if nests are found, all Forest Service Standards and
G

uidelines for certain nesting species w
ill not be m

et.  M
ost of the Forest Service Standards and

G
uidelines are oriented tow

ard tim
ber harvest, w

here planners have greater latitude to m
odify

harvest units to accom
m

odate species.  For transm
ission lines, w

here site-specific alternatives
are m

ore lim
ited, site-specific m

anagem
ent prescriptions (in lieu of using the generic standards

presented in the revised Forest Plan) that take into account site-specific topography, habitat, and
other conditions m

ay be m
ore appropriate and m

ay need to be developed in consultation w
ith

the Forest Service to protect nest sites or other sensitive features identified during pre-
construction surveys.

A
s per the Interagency A

greem
ent detailing w

ildlife surveys, G
PS w

ill not be used in the
survey.  Locations w

ill be identified on m
aps provided by the Forest Service.

Site-specific m
itigation if required w

ill be determ
ined by B

PA
 and the Forest Service in

conjunction w
ith other interested parties.

18-86

Please see response 18-18.

In general, an additional 12 m
 (40 feet) of new

 right-of-w
ay w

ould be needed for a new
parallel line.  C

learing outside this area w
ould only be done w

here trees are diseased or leaning
tow

ards the line and are tall enough to possibly fall into the conductor and cause an outage or
fire.18-87

This inform
ation has been added to Section 2.1.4.

18-88

The text has been revised in the FEIS.  A
lso, snow

m
obiling is described under m

otorized
recreation in Section 3.3.1.

18-89

The specific requirem
ents for gates, including allow

ing passage for horses, bikes, etc., w
ould

be determ
ined by B

PA
 and the Forest Service at each site.

18-90

Please see response JPM
-44.  This w

ill be done.
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18-91

The purpose of this project is to provide better, m
ore reliable, service to Low

er V
alley’s service

territory.  The prim
ary intent w

as not focused to im
prove service to Fall R

iver’s service territory,
w

hich includes Teton V
alley, Idaho.

The A
gency Proposed A

ction and the Single-C
ircuit A

lternative w
ould not provide obvious

benefits to Fall R
iver.  H

ow
ever, for certain outages and after crew

s have had tim
e to open and

close certain sw
itches and breakers, Fall R

iver w
ould experience slightly better voltages on their

system
.

The Short Line A
lternative that includes developm

ent of a new
 sw

itching station w
ould offer

the m
ost benefit to Fall R

iver.  There w
ould be few

er unplanned outages due to faults on the
existing Sw

an V
alley-Teton line and the G

oshen-D
rum

m
ond line.

The SV
C

 alternative w
ould not provide significant benefits to Fall R

iver.  Fall R
iver w

ould have
slightly better voltages for certain outages, specifically the Palisades-Snake R

iver 115-kV
 line

outage or the Sw
an V

alley-Teton 115-kV
 line outage.

19-1

B
PA

 granted a 30-day extension of the D
raft EIS public com

m
ent period to the Lake C

reek II
H

om
eow

ners and those groups they chose to involve.  The public com
m

ent period closed
Septem

ber 11, 1997.

21-1

B
PA

 placed M
r. Speyer on the m

ail list and sent him
 the requested inform

ation.

22-1

B
PA

 granted the 30-day extension of the D
raft EIS public com

m
ent period to the Lake C

reek II
H

om
eow

ners and those groups they chose to involve.  B
PA

 understood that Teton C
ounty w

as
one of the groups that Lake C

reek II H
om

eow
ners intended to involve. The public com

m
ent

period closed Septem
ber 11, 1997.

23-1

Please see response 11-1.

23-2

Please see response 11-2.  A
lso, restrictions are m

entioned in C
hapter 4.

23-3

A
dditional inform

ation regarding deer, elk, and m
oose w

inter range has been added to the
FEIS in response to your com

m
ent.  A

bout 24 km
 (15 m

iles) of the 58 km
 (36 m

ile) line, or 41
percent, is w

ithin w
inter range. Please note that the W

ildlife R
eport (now

 A
ppendix G

) has not
been revised because it is included as a background report and not as a replacem

ent for the FEIS.
A

s a m
atter of efficiency, B

PA
 is responding to public com

m
ents directly in the FEIS and not in

the background m
aterial used to develop the D

EIS.

23-4

 Your concerns w
ere addressed in the D

EIS, w
hich noted that w

intering deer, elk, and m
oose

could be disturbed by construction noise and activity in the Sw
an V

alley and Jackson areas
(pages 4-55), as w

ell as potentially disturbed by recreationists using new
 access roads created by
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PA

 concurs w
ith ID

G
F that this could be a significant im

pact and, therefore, this
topic w

as addressed in the EIS.  B
PA

 also concurs that this im
pact is avoidable and identified

appropriate m
itigation in the D

EIS and FEIS.

There w
ould be no construction during the crucial period of N

ovem
ber 15 and A

pril 30 in
delineated deer/elk w

inter range.

23-5

W
here the Forest Plan directs lim

iting m
otorized vehicles, B

PA
 w

ould coordinate w
ith the

Forest Service on gates for roads.

B
PA’s m

aintenance crew
s and the Forest Service m

eet on a regular basis in Idaho Falls to
discuss ongoing and upcom

ing m
aintenance needs and activities.  B

PA
 invites the ID

FG
 to

contact the Targhee N
ational Forest or B

PA
 m

aintenance crew
s in Idaho Falls to becom

e
involved in those m

eetings.

B
ecause of the short construction w

indow
, construction activities need to take place after

A
ugust 30 until the w

eather m
akes these activities im

possible.  B
PA

 can w
ork w

ith agencies to
schedule certain activities at certain tim

es or in certain locations to try and avoid the fall big
gam

e hunts.

23-6

C
om

m
ent noted.  O

ption D
 uses double-circuit structures and is now

 the preferred route
through Pine C

reek.

23-7

A
ll stream

s that have been identified as critical to fish w
ould be crossed either by bridge or

appropriately designed culvert.  Fish passages w
ould not be blocked or im

peded.

23-8

B
PA

 w
ould reseed disturbed sites w

ith an appropriate seed m
ixture as recom

m
ended by the

Forest Service.

23-9

There is m
uch debate about the distinction of form

s of Yellow
stone cutthroat trout.  Forest

Service biologists indicated that Yellow
stone cutthroat present in stream

s along the project are
the fine-spotted form

.  H
ow

ever, w
e have changed the text in the FEIS to Yellow

stone cutthroat
(the fine-spotted form

).

23-10

Please see response 18-18.

The am
ount of tim

berland that w
ould be rem

oved has been revised.  The new
 figure is 25

hectares (62 acres) and includes tim
ber rem

oved for an additional average 40 feet of new
 right-

of-w
ay.  A

bout 6 hectares (15 acres) w
ill be rem

oved for new
 access roads off right-of-w

ay.  A
ll

spur roads w
ould be w

ithin the additional 40 feet of new
 right-of-w

ay and w
ould average about

100 feet in length.  M
ap 9 show

s vegetation crossed by the line.  In addition to tim
berland,

agricultural land, m
ountain brush, and grass brush forb and sage w

ould be disturbed.

23-11

N
either the N

orthw
est Electric Pow

er Planning and C
onservation A

ct of 1980 nor other
federal law

s governing B
PA

 require the full m
itigation for lost habitat sought by this com

m
ent.

Section 4(h)(10)(A
) of the A

ct directs B
PA

 to protect, m
itigate, and enhance fish and w

ildlife
affected by the construction and operation of the federal hydroelectric dam

s in the C
olum

bia
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R
iver B

asin.  16 U
.S.C

. 839b(h)(10)(A
).  M

itigation for transm
ission projects w

as not required in
the A

ct.  Even if such m
itigation is proposed in the N

orthw
est Pow

er Planning C
ouncil’s

C
olum

bia R
iver B

asin Fish and W
ildlife Program

, B
PA

 is guided, not directed, by the C
ouncil and

can choose not to im
plem

ent this m
easure.  If ID

FG
 subm

its this project to the C
ouncil’s regional

prioritization process and it is recom
m

ended for funding by the C
ouncil, B

PA
 could consider

funding it as part of the B
PA

 fish and w
ildlife budget in the 1996 Fish B

udget M
em

orandum
 of

A
greem

ent.

23-12

See Section 4.9.2.2 for w
ildlife m

itigation.  M
itigation includes no construction during w

inter
in big gam

e w
inter range (from

 N
ovem

ber 15 to A
pril 30), using m

arker devises on the
transm

ission line in critical avian flight paths, m
inim

izing new
 road construction, and follow

ing
Forest Plans on road closures to m

otorized vehicles at any tim
e of the year.  A

lso, paralleling the
existing transm

ission line w
ould m

inim
ize the am

ount of critical habitat lost.

For m
ore inform

ation, please see response 23-11.

24-1

B
PA

 appreciates the inform
ation the Trum

peter Sw
an Society has provided.

Your com
m

ent states that A
ppendix D

 in the D
EIS (now

 A
ppendix G

 in the FEIS) contains
inaccuracies.  B

PA
 com

pared your description of trum
peter sw

ans in the project area w
ith the

appendix and did not find the discussion to differ significantly from
 yours. M

ost of the
inform

ation presented in your letter w
as collected since the appendix w

as prepared.  This
inform

ation w
as regarding trum

peter sw
an activity in the region and outside the area of the

project’s influence, and although appreciated, the inform
ation w

as not included in the FEIS.

The prim
ary concern regarding the project and its consequences on trum

peter sw
ans are (1)

disturbance of nesting trum
peter sw

ans and (2) the potential for trum
peter sw

ans to fly into lines.
B

ecause the additional inform
ation you provided did not identify any nest sites that m

ay be
disturbed or any new

 inform
ation regarding collisions, B

PA
 did not see a need to revise

inform
ation in the D

EIS.

24-2

Please see response 24-1.

24-3

Please see response 24-1.

24-4

Please see response 24-1.

24-5

Please see response 24-1.

24-6

Please see response 24-1.

24-7

Section 3.10.2 in the FEIS references the use of Pine C
reek as a likely travel corridor for

trum
peter sw

ans.

24-8

Please see response 24-1.
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24-9

B
PA

 addressed concerns regarding potential trum
peter sw

an collisions w
ith the new

transm
ission line by proposing that m

arker balls be installed as you recom
m

ended.  M
arker

devices w
ould be used in critical avian flight paths.  B

PA
 w

ould w
ork w

ith the Forest Service,
ID

FG
, and the W

G
F to explore using different m

arker devices, including m
arker balls.

25-1

A
t the July 24 m

eeting w
ith the Lake C

reek II H
om

eow
ners A

ssociation, B
PA

 agreed to
provide visual sim

ulations of the existing condition at Teton Substation, the overhead option,
and the 22 m

 (400 ft.) underground option into Teton Substation.  These sim
ulations w

ere given
to the H

om
eow

ners via R
ick K

nori at Low
er V

alley Pow
er and Light.  They w

ere also sent to the
H

om
eow

ner’s A
ssociation.  B

PA
 did not agree to provide m

odels or specifications.  C
ost

estim
ates for the alternatives are in the D

EIS and FEIS.  The July 24 m
eeting w

as taped by the
H

om
eow

ners and B
PA

 requested a copy of the tape from
 the H

om
eow

ners to clarify w
hat w

as
agreed to.  B

PA
 has not received a copy of the tape from

 the H
om

eow
ner’s A

ssociation.

26-1

The text has been changed in the FEIS.

27-1

Please see responses 27-8, 27-9, 27-11, 27-12, 27-13, 27-17 to 27-29.

27-2

Please see responses 27-8, 27-12 to 27-16.

27-3

Please see responses 27-9, 27-15, 27-17 to 27-21.

27-4

Please see responses 27-21, 27-23, 27-24, 27-25.

27-5

Please see responses 27-7 to 27-29.

27-6

Please see responses 27-7 to 27-29.

27-7

Please see responses 27-8 to 27-29.

27-8

You are correct.  R
elocation of Teton Substation w

as not considered in the D
raft EIS.  It is

now
 included in the FEIS in Section 4.2.2.2 as visual m

itigation considered but not preferred.

27-9

The FEIS discussions on noise im
pacts, EM

F, visual im
pacts, and property values are in

Sections 4.5.3, 4.5.2, 4.2.2, and 4.12.2.7, respectively.  The FEIS also discusses opportunities to
m

inim
ize im

pacts in these areas.

N
oise:  B

PA
 w

ould design the SV
C

 to m
eet Teton C

ounty and Tow
n of Jackson standards.  A

new
 line w

ould not create additional noise so no m
itigation is offered.
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EM
F:  N

one of the transm
ission line alternatives are expected to increase the m

agnetic field
environm

ent at the residences near Teton Substation.  This is because any new
 equipm

ent
additions (w

hich are sim
ilar to existing equipm

ent w
ithin the substation) w

ould be located at
the far side of the substation aw

ay from
 the residences.  Since m

agnetic fields decrease rapidly
w

ith distance, contributions to residences from
 these new

 sources w
ould be substantially less

than the contributions from
 the existing transm

ission line and substation equipm
ent, w

hich are
located m

uch closer to residences.

If the SV
C

 alternative is selected, the specialized SV
C

 equipm
ent w

ould result in an
additional, and som

ew
hat unique, m

agnetic field source w
ithin Teton or Jackson substations.

W
hile B

PA
 has no specific m

agnetic field inform
ation available related to the 115-kV

 SV
C

equipm
ent proposed for this project, B

PA’s experience w
ith 500-kV

 SV
C

 equipm
ent suggests

the fields could be a m
uch larger contributor to the m

agnetic field environm
ent w

ithin the
substation fence than the standard equipm

ent associated w
ith the transm

ission line alternatives
or existing facilities.  Increases to nearby residences are therefore possible, and the am

ount of
any potential increase at either site w

ould depend on the design, location and operating m
odes

of the SV
C

 equipm
ent.  Like the transm

ission line alternatives, the SV
C

 is proposed to be
located on the far side of the substation aw

ay from
 residences (see Figure 2-7.)

V
isuals:  V

isual m
itigation is identified in Section 4.2.2.2.  B

PA
 has identified as its preferred

m
itigation to design and im

plem
ent a landscaping plan and use the landscaping plan prepared

by V
erdone Landscaping A

rchitects and subm
itted by the Lake C

reek II H
om

eow
ners

A
ssociation during scoping to aid in that effort.

Property V
alues:  N

ew
 land rights needed across private landow

ners’ property for
transm

ission line right-of-w
ay or access roads w

ould be acquired as easem
ents.  N

ew
 land

rights needed for the sw
itching station (Short Line A

lternative) or the SV
C

 A
lternative at Jackson

w
ould be acquired in fee.  Landow

ners w
ould be offered fair m

arket value for the easem
ents or

fee acquisitions established through the appraisal process.

The appraisal process takes all factors affecting property value into consideration including
the im

pact of the transm
ission lines on property value.  It m

ay also reference studies conducted
on sim

ilar properties to add support to valuation considerations.  The strength of any appraisal
is dependent on the individual analysis of the property, using neighborhood and specific m

arket
data to estim

ate fair m
arket value.

B
PA

 does not predict long-term
 adverse effects on property values along the existing right-of-

w
ay.27-10

In the early planning stages of this project, B
PA

 did a cost/benefit studies of the alternatives.
These analyses w

ere focused prim
arily on business objectives, though societal costs are

factored into the equation.  These studies allow
ed B

PA
 to choose w

hich alternatives to analyze
further.

If a transm
ission line is built, as load continues to grow

 in the Jackson area, the w
hole

com
m

unity w
ould benefit.  B

lackouts w
ould be prevented and the financial and social

disruption they can cause w
ould not occur.  A

ll m
em

bers of the com
m

unity w
ho use electricity

w
ould benefit, so the entire com

m
unity w

ould pay for this facility through electricity rates.

It is very difficult for B
PA

 to get right-of-w
ay for a new

 transm
ission facility.  B

PA
 prefers to

build next to existing facilities w
henever possible.  B

PA
 built Teton Substation in 1968, locating

it w
ell aw

ay from
 neighborhoods.  Since that tim

e, property ow
ners have chosen to buy and

build hom
es next to the transm

ission line and substation.
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s the Jackson area grow

s, additional infrastructure w
ill be needed.  For exam

ple, one part of
tow

n m
ay need to accom

m
odate a new

 sew
age facility or trash transfer station, another m

ay
need to accom

m
odate a new

 or upgraded transm
ission facility or road expansion.  Property

ow
ners near or next to these facilities m

ay experience direct im
pacts.  O

thers that live aw
ay from

the facility m
ay experience indirect im

pacts.  B
PA

 and Low
er V

alley have allocated m
oney to

m
itigate im

pacts.  W
hile this m

oney originates from
 all ratepayers, property ow

ners im
m

ediately
surrounding Teton Substation, for exam

ple, w
ould benefit the m

ost, if not solely, from
 m

itigation
at Teton Substation.

27-11

You are correct.  A
t the tim

e the D
EIS w

as distributed, B
PA

 had not identified specific actions
to m

itigate for im
pacts around Teton Substation.  The FEIS now

 identifies m
ore specific

m
itigation.

27-12

Please see response 27-8.  A
lso, consideration of underground technology is in Section 2.6.5.

It is also included as m
itigation considered for visual im

pacts near Teton Substation but not
preferred in C

hapter 4.

27-13

Please see response 27-8.  B
ecause of its extrem

ely high cost, relocation of the substation is
not feasible.

27-14

U
ndergrounding the last 1-2 m

iles of transm
ission line from

 Fish C
reek R

oad to Teton
Substation w

as not considered as an alternative by itself in the D
raft EIS but it w

as discussed as
part of B

urying the Transm
ission Line in Section 2.6.5 of the D

raft EIS.  The discussion identified
the cost of burying a transm

ission line in flat agricultural land w
ith deep soils and few

 outcrops,
sim

ilar to the terrain found in the last 1-2 m
iles of transm

ission line from
 Fish C

reek R
oad to

Teton Substation.

B
PA

 has now
 identified undergrounding the transm

ission line from
 Fish C

reek R
oad to Teton

Substation as m
itigation in Section 4.2.2.2.  N

ew
 estim

ates have been done and the cost of
undergrounding a single-circuit line is $1,300,000 - $2,900,000.  Putting both circuits
underground w

ould cost about $2,600,000 - $5,300,000.  These estim
ates do not include any

costs for land.  B
ecause of the high cost, B

PA
 has not identified undergrounding the line to be a

preferred m
itigation for visual im

pacts.

27-15

O
verhead term

ination of the line is described in Section 2.1.5 of the Final EIS.  The rem
aining

options are now
 identified as m

itigation, although not preferred, in C
hapter 4.  These alternatives

and others suggested as m
itigation for visual im

pacts are listed and briefly described in
C

hapter
4.

27-16

The U
nderground Term

ination O
ption in the D

EIS is now
 identified in the FEIS as m

itigation,
although not preferred.  B

ecause of its high cost and lim
ited ability to m

itigate for visual im
pacts,

B
PA

 prefers to im
plem

ent a landscaping plan rather than undergrounding the line.  The cost for
undergrounding the line into the substation w

ould not be unconditionally com
m

itted to the
H

om
eow

ners for their use.
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B
PA

 w
ill docum

ent its final decision regarding the alternatives in the R
ecord of D

ecision.
B

PA
 w

ill m
ake its decision based on the input from

 Lake C
reek II through the public

involvem
ent process and other public com

m
ent.  B

PA
 is not fam

iliar w
ith the “Teton Substation

M
itigation A

ction Plan.”  B
PA

 w
ill prepare a M

itigation A
ction Plan as required by D

epartm
ent

of Energy guidelines and procedures im
plem

enting N
EPA

 follow
ing the R

ecord of D
ecision.  If

a line alternative is chosen, the plan w
ill describe m

itigation that w
ill be im

plem
ented across

the entire project, including Teton Substation.  If the SV
C

 A
lternative is chosen and placed at

Teton Substation, the m
itigation action plan w

ould focus m
ostly, if not entirely on the area

surrounding Teton Substation.

27-17

Please see response 27-9.

27-18

C
oncerning the questions related to substation noise, please refer to sections 3.5.2.2 and

4.5.3.3 in the EIS and responses JPM
-54 and 55.

Q
uantitative m

agnetic field analyses for substations are com
plex, expensive, and tim

e
consum

ing, and w
ere therefore not attem

pted for this project.  H
ow

ever, none of the
transm

ission line alternatives are expected to increase the m
agnetic field environm

ent at the
residences near Teton Substation.  This is because any new

 equipm
ent additions (w

hich are
sim

ilar to existing equipm
ent w

ithin the substation) w
ould be located at the far side (w

est side)
of the substation aw

ay from
 the residences.  Since m

agnetic fields decrease rapidly w
ith

distance, contributions to the residences from
 these new

 sources w
ould be substantially less

then the contributions from
 the already existing transm

ission line and substation equipm
ent,

w
hich are located m

uch closer.

H
ow

ever, if the SV
C

 alternative is selected, the specialized SV
C

 equipm
ent w

ould result in
an additional, and som

ew
hat unique, m

agnetic field source w
ithin Teton or Jackson substations.

W
hile B

PA
 has no specific m

agnetic field inform
ation available related to the 115-kV

 SV
C

equipm
ent proposed for this project, B

PA’s experience w
ith 500-kV

 SV
C

 equipm
ent suggests

the fields could be a m
uch larger contributor to the m

agnetic field environm
ent w

ithin the
substation fence than that from

 the standard equipm
ent associated w

ith the transm
ission line

alternatives or existing facilities.  Increases to nearby residences are therefore possible, and the
am

ount of any potential increase at either site w
ould depend on the design, location and

operating m
odes of the SV

C
 equipm

ent.  Like the transm
ission line alternatives, the SV

C
 is

proposed to be located on the far side of the substation aw
ay from

 residences.  This is show
n in

Figure 2-7.

B
PA

 is required to conduct environm
ental analysis on all reasonable alternatives.  If an

alternative is considered unreasonable, B
PA

 w
ill dism

iss it from
 further consideration w

ithout
conducting detailed environm

ental analysis.

27-19

C
om

m
ent noted.  Please see response 27-20.

27-20

A
s stated in A

ppendix L, new
 land rights needed across private landow

ners’ property for
transm

ission line right-of-w
ay or access roads w

ould be acquired as easem
ents.  N

ew
 land

rights needed for the sw
itching station (Short Line A

lternative) or the SV
C

 A
lternative at Jackson

w
ould be acquired in fee.  Landow

ners w
ould be offered fair m

arket value for the easem
ents or

fee acquisitions established through the appraisal process.
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the im

pact of the transm
ission lines on property value.  It m

ay also reference studies conducted
on sim

ilar properties to add support to valuation considerations.  The strength of any appraisal is
dependent on the individual analysis of the property, using neighborhood and specific m

arket
data to estim

ate fair m
arket value.

27-21

A
 discussion of visual im

pacts is in Section 4.2.2.1.  A
 discussion of property values is in

Section 4.12.2.7 and A
ppendix L (A

ppendix G
 in the D

EIS).  A
 discussion of m

itigation
alternatives for visual im

pacts is in Section 4.2.2.2.  A
 new

 landscaping plan that incorporates
the landscaping plan prepared by V

erdone Landscaping A
rchitects during scoping is identified as

preferred m
itigation for visual im

pacts.  B
PA

 does not believe that long-term
 im

pacts to property
values w

ould occur.

27-22

B
PA’s course of action is consistent w

ith the level of relevant science and consistent w
ith its

EM
F strategy w

hich states ...”Transm
ission facilities w

ould consider EM
F as an im

portant factor
w

ith other design and siting factors for new
 and upgraded transm

ission facilities.  B
PA

 w
ould

take reasonable low
-cost steps to m

inim
ize field exposure for these facilities w

hile taking into
account operation and m

aintenance considerations.”

27-23

You are correct.  A
t the tim

e the D
EIS w

as distributed, B
PA

 had not identified specific actions
to m

itigate for im
pacts around Teton Substation that w

ould be caused by this proposal.  B
PA

 has
now

 proposed to develop and im
plem

ent a landscaping plan to m
itigate for visual im

pacts
around Teton Substation.  This plan w

ill incorporate the landscaping plan prepared by V
erdone

Landscaping A
rchitects during scoping and subm

itted by Lake C
reek II to B

PA
 during scoping.

27-24

A
t the tim

e the D
EIS w

as distributed, Lake C
reek II had verbally accepted the $60,000 offer

m
ade by B

PA
 to m

itigate for im
pacts caused by past additions in 1994 and 1995 at Teton

Substation.  B
PA

 assum
ed that landscaping w

ould be planted in spring and early sum
m

er 1997,
hence the w

ording in the D
EIS.  A

fter D
EIS distribution, Lake C

reek II inform
ed B

PA
 they w

ould
not accept the offer, m

aking B
PA’s reference to landscaping in the D

EIS com
pletely inaccurate as

noted.  Since subm
itting com

m
ent letter 27, Lake C

reek II H
om

eow
ners accepted the $60,000

offer w
ith an attachm

ent to the contract listing certain provisions.  B
PA

 w
as not able to accept

those provisions and could not sign the contract.  B
PA

 has now
 proposed as preferred m

itigation
to develop and im

plem
ent a landscaping plan to m

itigate for visual im
pacts around Teton

Substation.  This plan w
ill incorporate the landscaping plan prepared by V

erdone A
ssociates

during scoping and subm
itted by Lake C

reek II to B
PA

 during scoping.

B
ecause the 1994 and 1995 additions to Teton Substation w

ere previously covered under the
N

ational Environm
ental Policy A

ct process and B
PA

 is now
 proposing as its preferred m

itigation
to develop and im

plem
ent a landscaping plan to m

itigate for visual im
pacts around Teton

Substation, there is no need to m
ention the 1994 and 1995 additions in the Final EIS.

27-25

A
s stated in C

hapter 4, B
PA

 recognizes a potential for m
oderate or high im

pact to residences
surrounding Teton Substation.  Snow

 piles are not m
entioned anyw

here in C
hapter 4 in the

discussion of im
pacts or m

itigation.
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Snow
 piles created from

 the clearing of snow
 from

 residential streets are m
entioned in

C
hapter 3, A

ffected Environm
ent.  This chapter is m

eant to describe the environm
ent that m

ay
be affected by the project.  C

hapter 3 does not describe im
pacts or m

itigation.

27-26

If the SV
C

 is chosen to m
eet the need for this project, a full design of the facility w

ould be
done.  D

esigns that m
itigate for noise w

ould be done to m
eet Tow

n of Jackson and Teton
C

ounty noise regulations.  B
PA

 recognizes that the specialized SV
C

 equipm
ent w

ould result in
an additional, and som

ew
hat unique, m

agnetic field source w
ithin Teton or Jackson substations.

W
hile B

PA
 has no specific m

agnetic field inform
ation available related to the 115-kV

 SV
C

equipm
ent proposed for this project, B

PA’s experience w
ith 500-kV

 SV
C

 equipm
ent suggests

the fields could be a m
uch larger contributor to the m

agnetic field environm
ent w

ithin the
substation fence than that from

 the standard equipm
ent associated w

ith the transm
ission line

alternatives or existing facilities.  Increases to nearby residences are therefore possible, and the
am

ount of any potential increase at either site w
ould depend on the design, location and

operating m
odes of the SV

C
 equipm

ent. Like the transm
ission line alternatives, the SV

C
 is

proposed to be located on the far side of the substation aw
ay from

 residences.  This is show
n in

Figure 2-7.

27-27

C
om

m
ent noted.  The SV

C
 is not the A

gency Proposed A
ction.  Teton Substation rem

ains the
preferred site for the SV

C
 A

lternative.

27-28

C
om

m
ent noted.  Please see responses 27-1 to 27-27.

27-29

B
PA

 has responded to the Freedom
 of Inform

ation A
ct request from

 the Lake C
reek II

H
om

eow
ners A

ssociation.  In a letter from
 B

PA
 to the H

om
eow

ners dated Septem
ber 19, 1997,

B
PA

 agrees to provide the H
om

eow
ners w

ith inform
ation after they have agreed to pay for their

request and have clarified their request for B
PA

.  Lake C
reek II H

om
eow

ners have not
responded to this letter.

B
PA

 did grant a 30-day D
EIS public com

m
ent period extension to Lake C

reek II
H

om
eow

ners and those they chose to involve w
hich ended on Septem

ber 11, 1997.
U

nfortunately, B
PA

 cannot grant another extension of the D
EIS public com

m
ent period because

of the need to keep the process on schedule.

28-1

The studies for the im
pact of transm

ission lines on property values did include properties
adjacent to substations, but the im

pact to these specific properties w
as not isolated in these

studies.

A
lthough these studies w

ere not located in the Jackson area, any new
 land rights (either

easem
ents or fee acquisitions) that need to be acquired w

ould follow
 the appraisal process

identified in A
ppendix L using local area data.

28-2

The “Sum
m

ary of B
iological and Epidem

iological Studies R
elating to EM

F” in A
ppendix D

 of
the EIS is intended to sum

m
arize briefly the large body of research on EM

F.  A
s indicated in the

A
ppendix, m

uch m
ore detailed inform

ation can be found in tw
o B

PA
 publications: Electrical

and B
iological Effects of Transm

ission Lines: A
 R

eview
 (1996), and Electric Pow

er Lines:
Q

uestions and A
nsw

ers on R
esearch into H

ealth Effects (1995).  These publications are
available upon request.  B

PA
 believes this inform

ation adequately sum
m

arizes the research
related to EM

F health concerns.
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PA

 also believes reasonable low
-cost steps have been taken to m

inim
ize EM

F exposure to
residences near Teton Substation. N

ew
 equipm

ent additions for the alternatives (including the
A

gency Proposed A
ction) w

ould be installed at the far side of the substation aw
ay from

 the
residences.

For m
ore inform

ation, please see response 27-18.

28-3

U
tility infrastructure w

as added at Teton Substation in 1994 and 1995.  In 1994, B
PA

installed a 115-kV
 line term

inal addition, and installed tw
o capacitor groups in 1995.  B

ecause
these additions w

ere installed w
ithin previously developed areas (inside the substation yard),

B
PA

 determ
ined that these actions com

plied w
ith Section 1021.410 of the D

epartm
ent of

Energy N
ational Environm

ental Policy A
ct (N

EPA
) regulations (A

pril 24, 1992) and w
ere

categorically excluded from
 further N

EPA
 review

 and docum
entation.  A

 copy of this
docum

entation and pertinent sections of the regulations w
ere sent at their request as an

attachm
ent to a letter to the Lake C

reek II H
om

eow
ners A

ssociation dated June 12, 1996.

B
PA

 analyzed and identified the environm
ental im

pacts of the proposal on the surrounding
natural and urban environm

ent.  Environm
ental im

pacts are determ
ined by resource specialists

w
ho analyze present conditions w

ith proposed changes as described in each of the alternatives.
For exam

ple, at Teton Substation the specialists analyzed the present condition, w
hich includes

the additions described above and proposed changes.  B
PA

 also recognizes that its proposed
actions do have cum

ulative im
pacts on the surrounding natural and urban environm

ent.
D

iscussions of these im
pacts are found in the resource sections.  A

s you point out, the
cum

ulative im
pact discussion for land use is in Section 4.1.2.3.  To help m

itigate for the low
,

m
oderate, or high im

pacts, as w
ell as cum

ulative im
pacts identified in the resource sections,

B
PA

 has identified and listed m
itigation in each resource section.

28-4

A
t this tim

e, B
PA

 is not aw
are of any reasonably foreseeable plans to expand Teton

Substation. Though B
PA

 does recognize that each of the alternatives include future planning
actions (see C

hapter 2), those actions are highly dependent on m
any uncertainties:  future load

grow
th, advances in technology, energy conversion to renew

able resources, future custom
er

needs, etc. (see Section 1.7.1).  It is possible they m
ay not occur w

hen predicted.  The EIS
recognizes that these future planning actions are outside the scope of this EIS and w

ould be
studied in m

ore depth later if they becam
e less speculative.  Potential im

pacts w
ould likely be

studied in subsequent environm
ental docum

ents.

The A
gency Proposed A

ction w
ould be built to solve a reliability problem

 (specifically
voltage instability) caused by present dem

ands on the system
, and w

ould create additional
capacity.  This capacity, com

bined w
ith other infrastructure needed for developm

ent, could
accom

m
odate residential and com

m
ercial expansion.  Section 4.12.2.10 has been added to the

Socioeconom
ic resource section to recognize potential cum

ulative im
pacts from

 residential and
com

m
ercial developm

ent.

28-5

You are correct.  The D
EIS incorrectly characterized a landscaping plan.  A

t the tim
e the

D
EIS w

as distributed, Lake C
reek II had verbally accepted the $60,000 offer m

ade by B
PA

 to
m

itigate for im
pacts caused by past additions in 1994 and 1995 at Teton Substation.  B

PA
assum

ed that landscaping w
ould be planted in spring and early sum

m
er 1997, hence the

w
ording in the D

EIS.  A
fter B

PA
 distributed the D

EIS, Lake C
reek II inform

ed B
PA

 they w
ould

not accept the offer.  Since subm
itting com

m
ent letter 27, Lake C

reek II H
om

eow
ners again
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accepted the $60,000 offer (this tim
e in w

riting) w
ith an attachm

ent to their letter of acceptance
listing certain new

 provisions. The suggested new
 provisions w

ere unacceptable to B
PA

.  B
PA

 has
now

 proposed to develop and im
plem

ent a landscaping plan to m
itigate for visual im

pacts
around Teton Substation.  This plan w

ill incorporate the landscaping plan prepared by V
erdone

Landscaping A
rchitects during scoping and subm

itted by Lake C
reek II to B

PA
 during scoping.

Please also see response 28-3.

28-6

B
PA

 believes that design and placem
ent of new

 structures w
ould help m

itigate visual im
pacts.

A
s stated in response 28-5, B

PA
 has now

 proposed to develop and im
plem

ent a landscaping
plan to m

itigate for visual im
pacts around Teton Substation.  This plan w

ill incorporate the
landscaping plan prepared by V

erdone Landscaping A
rchitects during scoping and subm

itted by
Lake C

reek II to B
PA

 during scoping.

28-7

Please see response 27-25.

28-8

B
PA

 does recognize that som
e short-term

 adverse im
pacts on property value and salability

along the proposed new
 R

O
W

 m
ay occur on individual properties.  H

ow
ever, these im

pacts are
highly variable, individualized, and not predictable.  B

PA
 does not expect overall long-term

adverse effects on property values along the existing R
O

W
 and therefore did not recom

m
end any

m
itigation.

B
PA

 recognizes that the state of scientific evidence relating to EM
F has not yet established a

cause-and-effect relationship betw
een electric or m

agnetic fields and adverse health effects.  A
s

stated in response 28-2, B
PA

 believes reasonable low
-cost steps have been taken to m

inim
ize

EM
F exposure to residences near Teton Substation.  This is done by locating the new

 equipm
ent

additions for the transm
ission line alternatives (including the A

gency Proposed A
ction) at the far

side of the substation aw
ay from

 the residences.  For m
ore inform

ation, please see response 27-
18.28-9

B
PA

 thoroughly analyzed all reasonable alternatives identified in C
hapter 2.  O

ther
alternatives w

ere considered and elim
inated from

 detailed consideration (see Section 2.6).  A
s

you correctly state, conservation w
as considered, but w

as elim
inated because the am

ount of
conservation savings is too low

 to m
eet the need for this project.  B

PA
, through Low

er V
alley, has

accom
plished 3.305 average m

egaw
atts of conservation savings.  These savings m

ost likely
helped delay the need for this project in the past but grow

th in the Jackson area has been too
great for present conservation efforts to keep up w

ith dem
and.

B
PA

 no longer provides conservation funding to Low
er V

alley, but Low
er V

alley is w
orking

w
ith the Tow

n of Jackson B
uilding D

epartm
ent to develop building codes that include

conservation m
easures such as insulation in buildings.

B
PA

 is confident that as conservation technology im
proves and Jackson residents choose to

spend m
ore m

oney to im
plem

ent these technologies, Low
er V

alley w
ould help find the best w

ays
to integrate the technology into the com

m
unity and possibly delay the need for future projects of

this size.  H
ow

ever, such m
easures w

ould not replace the need for this project.

28-10

Please see response 27-14.
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1.  R
elocation of the Teton Substation is identified as m

itigation to lessen visual im
pacts, but

it is not preferred.  It is described in Section 4.2.2.2.

2.  U
ndergrounding the existing and new

 transm
ission lines into Teton Substation is

identified as m
itigation, although not preferred, to lessen visual im

pacts.  It is described in
Section 4.2.2.2.

3.  U
sing low

 profile equipm
ent at Teton Substation that reduces the height and girth of the

substation is identified as m
itigation, although not preferred, to lessen visual im

pacts.  It is
described in Section 4.2.2.2.

4.  Please see response 29-1, #3.

5.  B
PA

 has added m
ore inform

ation on noise in Sections 3.5.2 and 4.5.3 and included a
noise report as A

ppendix E.

29-2

Please see response 29-1, #1.

29-3

Please see response 29-1, #2 and #3.

29-4

Please see response 29-1, #3.

If the SV
C

 A
lternative is chosen, a site-specific plan w

ould be prepared that includes
appropriate m

itigation.  B
PA

 recognizes that the SV
C

 w
ould be an additional noise source at

either substation.  B
PA

 w
ould design the SV

C
 to m

eet Tow
n of Jackson and Teton C

ounty noise
regulations.  B

PA
 cannot agree at this tim

e that housing the SV
C

 in an enclosed structure w
ould

m
inim

ize visual im
pacts and effectively elim

inate noise im
pacts to the surrounding areas.  U

ntil
B

PA
 does a full design of the facility and determ

ines the final location, specifications, and
operating m

odes of the equipm
ent, appropriate detailed m

itigation cannot be determ
ined.

29-5

A
ppendix G

 in the D
EIS (now

 A
ppendix L in the FEIS) of the D

EIS contained results of a
study entitled R

esidential Property V
alues along B

PA
 Transm

ission Lines, that B
PA

 com
pleted in

1995.  The -1.05%
 to 1.46%

 inform
ation contained in this report reflects property value

decreases or increases reported in the Portland, V
ancouver, and Seattle areas.  B

PA
 w

as not
m

aking any com
parisons to the Jackson area.

The studies for the im
pact of transm

ission lines on property values did include properties
adjacent to substations, but the im

pact to these specific properties w
as not isolated in these

studies.

A
ny new

 land rights (either easem
ents or fee acquisitions) that need to be acquired w

ould
follow

 the appraisal process identified in A
ppendix L using local area data.

29-6

C
om

m
ent noted.  Please see response 29-1.

29-7

C
om

m
ent noted.
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29-8

C
om

m
ent noted.  Please see responses 29-1 and 29-3.

29-9

C
om

m
ent noted.  Please see responses 28-3 and 29-5.

30-1

Please see responses 27-1 to 27-6.

31-1

M
itigation that potentially lessens the visual im

pacts to the area surrounding Teton
Substation is now

 included in C
hapter 4, Section 4.2.2.2.  R

educing the superstructure of Teton
Substation and undergrounding the last 122 m

 (400 feet) of transm
ission line into Teton

Substation are included as m
itigation, although not preferred.

31-2

Please see response 28-3.  B
PA

 has identified m
itigation for visual im

pacts.  The landscaping
plan is identified as B

PA’s preferred m
itigation alternative to lessen the visual im

pacts
surrounding Teton Substation.

31-3

B
PA

 w
ill prepare a M

itigation A
ction Plan as required by the D

epartm
ent of Energy

G
uidelines im

plem
enting N

EPA
 follow

ing the R
ecord of D

ecision. If a line alternative is
chosen, the plan w

ill describe m
itigation that w

ill be im
plem

ented across the entire project,
including Teton Substation.  If the SV

C
 A

lternative is chosen and placed at Teton Substation, the
m

itigation action plan w
ould focus m

ostly, if not entirely, on the area surrounding Teton
Substation.

B
PA

 has now
 proposed as its preferred m

itigation to develop and im
plem

ent a landscaping
plan to m

itigate for visual im
pacts around Teton Substation.  This plan w

ill incorporate the
landscaping plan prepared by V

erdone Landscaping A
rchitecture during scoping and subm

itted
by Lake C

reek II to B
PA

 during scoping.

31-4

U
ndergrounding the new

 and existing line from
 Fish C

reek R
oad into Teton Substation is

identified as m
itigation, although not preferred, in C

hapter 4, Section 4.2.2.2.

31-5

U
ndergrounding the last 123 m

 (400 feet) of transm
ission line into Teton Substation is now

identified as m
itigation, although not preferred,  in the FEIS in Section 4.2.2.2.  V

isual
sim

ulations of the existing condition, the overhead approach into the substation and an
underground approach are included in A

ppendix M
.

31-6

O
n July 24, 1997, B

PA
 m

et w
ith several m

em
bers of the Lake C

reek II H
om

eow
ners

A
ssociation at Low

er V
alley’s offices.  B

PA
 agreed to provide visual sim

ulations of the existing
condition, and the overhead and underground line term

ination options.  B
PA

 did not agree to
provide m

odels or specifications.  C
ost estim

ates for the different alternatives are already given
in the EIS.  Lake C

reek II H
om

eow
ners taped the m

eeting and B
PA

 requested a copy of the tape
to confirm

 the item
s requested and w

hat agreem
ents w

ere m
ade.  B

PA
 has not received a copy

of the tape from
 the H

om
eow

ners.
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PA

 cannot grant another extension of the com
m

ent period due to the dem
ands of the

schedule.  B
PA

 did grant a 30-day D
EIS public com

m
ent period extension to Lake C

reek II
H

om
eow

ners and those they chose to involve w
hich ended on Septem

ber 11, 1997.

32-1

Please see responses 27-1 to 27-6.

33-1

C
om

m
ent noted.

34-1

Please see response 27-10.

 34-2

B
PA

 has responded to Lake C
reek II H

om
eow

ners’ and D
iane C

onnolly’s com
m

ents.  Please
refer to responses from

 com
m

ent letters 27 and 28.  B
PA

 has answ
ered all com

m
ents

thoroughly and has m
ade appropriate changes in the FEIS.

34-3

B
PA

 believes that it has been very responsive to the Lake C
reek II H

om
eow

ners A
ssociation.

A
s required by N

EPA
, B

PA
 conducted four public scoping m

eetings in M
ay 1996 and tw

o
public com

m
ent m

eetings on the D
raft EIS in July 1997.  Lake C

reek II H
om

eow
ners attended

the Jackson m
eetings.  In addition, since June 1995, m

em
bers of the B

PA
 project team

 have m
et

w
ith the H

om
eow

ners on eight separate occasions.  The Forest Service m
et w

ith a
representative from

 the H
om

eow
ners once.  Low

er V
alley has m

et w
ith the H

om
eow

ners on six
separate occasions (not including the m

eetings together w
ith B

PA
).  In addition to m

eetings,
B

PA
 extended the D

EIS public com
m

ent period an additional 30 days to the Lake C
reek II

H
om

eow
ners and those groups they chose to involve.  A

fter the FEIS is issued and before the
A

dm
inistrator m

akes a final decision, there is a 30-day no-action period.

B
PA

, Low
er V

alley, and the Forest Service have phoned, and received and responded to
correspondence from

 the Lake C
reek II H

om
eow

ners.

B
PA

 has review
ed all correspondence from

 Lake C
reek II H

om
eow

ners and believes it has
provided feedback on all issues raised by responding verbally in various m

eetings or phone
conversations, through w

ritten correspondence, and through the D
raft and Final EIS’s.

34-4

Please see response 27-14.

34-5

B
PA

 has now
 identified three m

itigation alternatives that reduce the height and girth of Teton
Substation in Section 4.2.2.2.  The structures in these new

 designs w
ould be less than 16 m

 (54
feet).  C

ost estim
ates done for these alternatives do not m

ake their im
plem

entation by B
PA

likely.  B
PA

 has identified landscaping as the preferred m
itigation for visual im

pacts around
Teton Substation.  B

PA
 cannot com

bine the landscaping m
itigation w

ith other m
itigation

because costs becom
e prohibitive.

34-6

A
ll m

itigation that m
ay help lessen the visual im

pacts to the area surrounding Teton
Substation are included in each transm

ission line alternative.  Landscaping around Teton
Substation is identified as the preferred w

ay to m
itigate for visual im

pacts.
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34-7

The SV
C

 A
lternative is a reasonable alternative that m

eets the need for the project and cannot
be elim

inated from
 further consideration.  It is not the A

gency Proposed A
ction.

34-8

B
PA

 has identified cum
ulative im

pacts for each alternative in each resource area.  Please refer
to those sections in C

hapter 4.  M
itigation is also included in C

hapter 4.

34-9

Please see responses 34-1 to 34-8.

34-10

B
PA

 is w
orking hard to achieve this end guided by its environm

ental, financial, and technical
requirem

ents and responsibilities.

35-1

Please see responses to com
m

ent letters 27 and 28.

37-1

B
PA

 has identified landscaping as the preferred m
itigation for visual im

pacts around Teton
Substation.

37-2

Please see response 37-1.  B
PA

 has hired V
erdone Landscaping A

rchitecture to develop a
landscaping plan to lessen the visual im

pacts around Teton Substation.

 37-3

C
osts for landscaping and m

inim
izing the height of Teton Substation are now

 included in
C

hapter 4.

C
onstruction is scheduled for the year 2000, although this could be accelerated by

inform
ation gathered from

 field surveys and review
.  A

ny changes to Teton Substation w
ould be

done at that tim
e.  Im

plem
entation of a landscaping plan w

ould be coordinated w
ith landow

ners
affected by the proposed changes at Teton Substation.

37-4

Please see response 27-14.
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